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INTRODUCTION 
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INTRODUCTION 
A. Purposes of the study 
The sources of the Synoptic Gospels are subjects of in-
tense study today. Beginn ng at the close of the nineteenth 
century and continuing to the p resent day a flood of critical 
writing has e peared on the s bject. Almost every nook and 
cranny has been searched for light. Theory after theory has 
been proposed. The gospels h~ve been submitted to the magni-
fying glass and their minutest particle h a s been scrut i nized. 
Each gospel has been thoroughly dismembered while the scholars 
observed its parts. The Gospel of Luke has been particularly 
studied. Luke is the only one of tlte gospel authors who gives 
a hint as to his method of collecting material. In the pre-
face to his gospel Luke describes his method. This has given 
an o pportunity for postulating theories of his sources. Many 
of these have been pr e sented. Perha p s ell of them contain 
some truth, but it is doubtful :if any one of them c ontains t he 
whole truth. A study is needed to try and separate the whe a t 
from the ch aff and discover whet the Syno tic criticism has 
brought forth n regard to the sources of Luke's gospel. A 
student of gospel criticism shou ld have a concrete study of 
the theories of the gos _el sources. 
There is a three-fold purpose to this study. 
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1. To analyze the sources of St. Luke's Gospel. 
2. To study the 11kelihood of a special written 
source for Luke celled L. 
3. To study Luke's method of compiling his gospel 
and to apprajse the Proto-Luke theory. 
B. The history of the study 
For a long time it was held that Matthew was the first 
gospel and that all the other gospels found their source in 
his. Then ln the n neteenth century carne the beginnings of 
the extensive study in gospel cr tic sm end the establishment 
of the priority of Mark as a source. With this came the 
discovery of another source, common to Matthew end Luke which 
has been designated Q. There were many theories about the 
size and contents of Q, but some scholars, such as P. Feine, 
B. Weiss, end J. Weiss, suggested that tbere wRs st 11 flnother 
source to be found for Luke, at least. 
It is certain that Luke contains a great deal of material 
that can be found in no other gospel. Matthew seems to have 
used the greater part of the gospel of Mark. If he used the 
same method with Q, he must have reproduced the great part 
of it. If this is true, where did Luke f1nd his special 
mater1al? To tbis end the scholars of the twentieth centu ry 
have labored for a solution. This solution is still being 
sought today. 
C. Present theorjes of the sources of Luke 
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Formgeschichte presents one theory for t h e sources of 
Luke. This theory postulates the idea that in the numerous 
Christjan communit1es each bad developed a story of the life and 
teachings of Jesus that they used for the purposes of instruc-
tion. This theory would say that Luke collected his material 
from these various stories and welded them together with Mk., 
and p erhBps Q, into his gospel. 
The theory of longest standing in relat on to the forma-
tion of Luke s the "two-document " theory. This holds that 
Luke used Mk. and Q as his major sources. It was brought forth 
in the latter part of the nineteenth century and still continues 
to be the most po pular theory of the formation of the Gospel. 
Dr. Vernon Bartlet in Studies in the Synoptic Problem 
develops a special " two-document" theory. He cl£1.ims that Luke 
used a special source (S) VJhlch was comblned wi tb an ora.l Q. 
This document (QS) WRS then combined with Mk. to form the 
canonical gospel . 
The next theory is the "Proto-Luke" theory of Canon 
Streeter and Vincent Taylor. This theory is similar to the 
tl'1 eory of Bartlet and mainta ns t_ at Luke bed collected his 
special material for h s gospel . He fused this w th Q and 
produced a gospel which is called "Proto-Luke 11 • Then he dis-
covered later the birth stories and Mk. and put these into 
Proto-Luke, thus form ng his complete gospel . 
Following in this line, Streeter brought out the "four 
document hypothesis" in his work, The Four Gospels. This 
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theory claims that Matthew and Luke each used a s pecial source 
in addition to Mk. and Q. These sources are called "L" and "M". 
This theory adds to the othe r in that it advocates a written 
source in L. 
These a re the main theories that have been set forth for 
the sourc e s of Luke. Their bearing on the case will be con-
sidered a little later. 
D. Definition of L 
The symbol L has been a pplied to various parts of the 
Third Gospel. It becomes necess a r y to define its use in this 
study. ifuenev e r L is ment oned ~ t will he us ed i n the meaning 
tha t is given to it bv Canon Stre eter. L will include all the 
material of Luke that js not found in Mk. or Q with the ex-
cep tion of the birth stories (chapters 1 and 2). Las it is 
reconstructed by Manson and as it is used here will be f ound in 
the Appendix of this study, Table II. 
At times the Passion-narr2 tjve of Luke will be mentioned 
separately from the r e st of L. Tis will e done n t h e d1s-
cussion whic inv e stigates the possib il j ty of its being a 
separate document. Nevertheless, when L is ment i oned it is 
held to include the Passion-narrative. 
E. Limitat· ons of the study 
This s tudy i s not prepare d to djscu ss the authorship of 
the Third Gospel. The majority of the scholars today assume 
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Luke, the companion of Paul, to be the author. The evidence 
seems to rest on their si.de. It would make but little dif-
ference in our study whether the author was the companion of 
Paul or not. 
Neither is thls a sttdy of the dlfferent theories of the 
origins of the gospels , such as the "four-source theory." ,,e 
have presented these theories to show the trend of gospel 
criticism and the theories that had been developed along th s 
line. The theories wjll come in for discussion only where they 
have a bearjng on the doc1~ent L and jts corollaries. They 
will not be discussed as theories b1.1t only as their parts have 
reference to the subj ect. No attem twill be made to d1scllSS 
Forme;esch ch te. 
There has been a wealth of material wr1tten on the subject 
of the sources of the gospels. No attempt will te made to give 
an exhaustive study on the better known so rces of Luke such 
as Mk . and Q. There have been excellent treatments made of 
these subjects. In this study these will be treated :1n rela-
tion to the document L and the format·on of the Gospel. 
In this study, for t e sake of cl8r i ty, the gospels 
Matthew, Mark, and Luke w 11 te ref e rred to as Mt ., Mk., and 
Lk., resrectively; whi le their authors w1 ll be designated as 
Matthew , Mark, and Luke . 
F. Luke's methods of writine 
Our study would not be complete without some discussion 
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of the methods us ed by Luke n the writing of his gospel. 
Many of these will be discussed throughout the study, but it is 
necessary to be familiar with the information that Luke himself 
gives about his work. In the preface to his gospel Luke says: 
Forasmuch as many have taken in hand to set forth in 
order a declaration of those things which are most surely 
believed among us, even as they delivered them unto us, 
which from the beginning were eyewitnesses, and m:.tnisters 
of the word; it seemed good to me also, having had per-
fect understanding of all things from t~e very first, to 
write unto thee in order, most excellent Theophilus, that 
thou mightest know the certainty of those things, wherein 
thou hast been instructed. (1) 
It is this preface tha t gives an insight into the literary 
methods of Luke. It is from this preface that the right to 
pursue this study has been assumed. Moffatt says: 
Luke's method is historical, but his object, like 
that of John, is religious. He makes no claim, however, 
to be an eyewitne ss. All he professes is to write a 
correct, complete, and chronological (in the sense of 
well-arranged, or logical) account of the primitive 
as received from the first generation of 
disci ples. This attempt waR neither new nor superfluous. 
Luke had numerous predecessors in the enterprise, but 
their work did not satisfy h s purpose, and he resolved 
to make a fres~ essay ••• to acquaint h mself ( 
with the contents of the •••• Luke did not 
rest his narrative on unsifted traditions. (2) 
Luke had been acquainted with the gospel story for some 
time. He had seen a number of attemp ts made to write an ac-
count of the gospel. He had lmown "eyewitnesses and ministers 
of the word. 11 He wrote that Theophilus might have accurate 
information of these things. Luke has said that he had 
(1) Luke 1: 1-4. 
(2) Moffatt, James; An Introduct .on to the Literature of the 
New Testament; p. 263. 
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investigated many sources. Mk. w~s used in his gospel. There 
are similarities to parts of Mt . that lead to the assumption 
that he was acquainted with a document that has been labeled 
Q. He had a large body of material that is peculiar to his 
own gospel. It is assumed that this is from other sources, 
and here begins the study to sift these out and if possible 
identify or reconst~Act them. 
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both Matthew and Luke, and in most cases where they do 
not both support h m they do so alt e rnately, and they 
practically never agree together against Mark. Th s is 
only explicable if they followed an authority which in 
content, in wording, and in arrangement was all but 
identical with Mark. (1) 
Further proofs will be advanced as the chapter proceeds. 
B. Luke's dependence on Mark 
There is a great deal of variation as to the degree of 
Luke's dependence on Mk. Matthew has reproduced about ninety 
per cent of Mk.; Luke about forty to s xty per cent. Streeter 
gives the best reason for th s difficulty: 
The relation betwe en Luke and Mark cannot be stated 
in th s precise statistical way--for two reasons. First, 
in his account of the Last Supper and Pass on, Luke 
appears to be "conflating"--to use the convenient techni-
cal term for the mixing of two so rces--the Marean story 
with a parallel version der ved from another source, 
and he does th s jn a way wh ch often makes it very hard 
to decide in regard to certain verses whether Luke's 
vers on is a paraphrase of Mark or is der ved from his 
other source •.•• Secondly, there are also, outside the 
Passion story, a number of cases where Luke appears de-
liberately to substitute a non-Marcan for the Marean 
version of the story or piece of teaching. (2) 
There is no doubt that Luke has taken over the most 
essential parts of the Marean account. The scholars differ 
concerning Luke's use of Mk. as his outline. Streeter, 
Vincent Taylor, and several other have maintained that Luke 
depended upon another document (Proto-Luke) for the main out-
line of his canonical gospel and that he combined the Mk. 
account with this document. Canon Creed and others still hold 
(1) Ibid, p. 162. 
(2) Ibid, p. 159. 
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as a basis: 
iv, 31-44 
v, 1 2-vi, 19 
viii, 4-ix , 50 
xviii, 15-43 
xix, 29-xxii, 13 
Mk. i, 29 - 39 
Mk . i, 40-iii, 19 
Mk. iv, 1-ix, 40 
Mk . x, 1 3-52 
Mk. xi, 1-xiv, 17 
An examination of these sections will show that 
Luke owes to Mark a very great pA.rt of his lmowledge of 
the ministry of Jesus both in Galilee and in Jerusalem •••• 
Within the limits of what he has borrowed, Luke adheres 
to Mark's order. He condenses the narrative, and im-
proves the l a nguage Rnd style, but he do e s not add notes 
of time or pla ce where Mark does not give th em . His 
treatment of his source is objective. This consideration 
is important because of ts bearing upon Luke's use of 
sources which, unlike Mark , have not been preserved. (1) 
For the most part, wherever Luke uses Mk . he uses it 
faithfully. In the case of the visit to Nazareth, he d . ffers 
from Mk . He does so continually in the Passion narrative. 
One thing is certa .n: among the many sources that Luke con-
sulted, he found Mk . a constant source of reliable information. 
Whether or not he used Mk . as hjs framework , he was certainly 
dependent upon it for a 1 rge part of his material. "Matthew 
wrote a second edition of Mark , but Luke wrote a new book, 
(2) 
using Mark for material but not necessarily as a ~1ide ." 
The Proto-Luke hypothesis will be discu ssed at a later time, 
but whether this theory is true or not, the Gospel of Lk. 
would be greatly impoverished if it did not have the material 
which Luke has taken from Mk. 
c. The Great Omission 
In studying Luke it is found that he is quite faithful 
(l) Manson , William: The Gospel of Luke; p. xiv. (2) Lake , Kirsopp, 9.nd Lake, Silva: An Introduction to the 
New Testament; p. 42 . 
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in reproducing Mk . in his gospel story. Hence it is quite 
surprising to find that he has omitted a great section of 
Marean material. This section includes Mk. 6:45-8:26. The 
omission starts after the feeding of the five thousand. The 
stories of Jesus' walking on the water, the objections of the 
Pharisees to the disciples' eating with defiled hands, the 
story of the Syrophenician 1 s daughter, the healing of a deaf 
mute, the feeding of the four thousand, the commend to beware 
the leaven of the Pharisees, end the healing of the blind man 
at Fethsaide , are the narratives omitted. ~~!hat is the reason 
for this omission? It is not surpr sing that Luke should 
omit words or short stories from Mk. , but how is it that he 
makes such a long omission? 
says: 
The scholars have found a number of answers. McNeile 
••• and some have held that this was added to Mark 
later then Luke. Th s ·is strongly ma ntained by Stanton 
though he admits that 1it is not, perhaps , absolutely 
necessary. 1 Some passages he thinks, st . Luke found in 
Mark, but h.A.d reasons for omitting. But those for which 
he sees no reasons, which he enumerates , he assigns to 
a later writer who might be called Deutero-Mark . (1) 
This is one theory but it is not cons dered very satisfactory. 
Scholars do not , as a rule, favor the later addition to Mk. 
as a poss bility because the writ ng of this sect on is 
practically identical with the rest of Mk. and there is 1 ttle 
likelihood of an addition that could be done so skilfully. 
(1) McNeile , A. H.: An Introduct on to the Study of the New 
Testament; p. 55. 
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A second reason is aa.vanced for Luke's omission. "Luke's 
copy of Mark was mutilated and lacked the section; such a 
mishap is possible but not probable, as the section, unlike 
the lost end of Mark, would be in the m1ddle of a roll, and (1) 
therefore the least likely part of the roll to be damaged." 
Goodspeed indorses this objection for mutilation. Indeed, 
it is hard to see how a roll wot ld have its middle eliminated 
in such a manner and in such a way. 
A third suggestion is "that Luke was dissatisfied with 
its vague geographjcal references. For the geographical 
details in this sect on, Mark 6:30-8:10, are complicated and 
(2) 
involved •••• " This 1s a posstbility , but it would hardly be 
probable that Luke would omit so much detail, if he had found 
it profitable, for so small a reason. 
Canon Creed advances several reasons which include the 
majority of those (not mentioned already) subscribed to by 
the scholars. 
A combination of motives may have influenced Luke's 
procedure. The Gospel as t stands would have made a 
long roll--Kenyon estimates the length at about 30 or 
31 feet--and Luke may have found it necessary to exercise 
economy in the use of his materiel. Moreover , Luke 
clearly avoids doublets. His critical instinct will 
have taught him to regard the feeding of the four 
thousand and the feed ng of the five thollsand as 
doublets. The omission of vii, 1-10 wm11d require a 
drastic rewr t ng of v, 14-21. It wo1 ld be easier to 
sacrifice the latter sect on, especially as the meaning 
(1) Red1 ch, E. B.: The Student's Introduction to the Synoptic 
Gospels; p. 95. 
(2) Ibid. 
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of the text is obscure.... For some such reasons as these 
Luke may have felt that he was sacrificing 1 ttle of 
value by this extens ve omission from his source. (1) 
(2) 
"We cannot expect to know all st. Luke's reasons." 
''Whatever be the reasons for the omission, the only safe 
sugbestion is that it was deliberate, and this is strengthened 
(3) 
by a similar treatment of the non-Marcan source L." "It 
may be added that Luke h 1mself probably betrays acquaintance 
with what he has omitted by his nterpolated reference to 
(4) 
Bethsaida at ix, 10 cf. Mark vi, 45." It is practically 
certain that the material that Luke omitted was not so valu-
able as the material he presented . Luke saw no reason for 
bringing the complete account of everything that he read into 
his gospel. As Redl ch points out: 
If then Luke, as it seems, deliberately omitted 
a complete section of L and preferred Mark's vers on, 
which Luke saw was probably more authentic since it was 
based on the knowledge of Peter and Mark himself (see 
Chapter X), he might have deliberately omitted a 
complete section of ~ark to find room for the non-
Marcan matter he had collected. (5) 
D. The d suse of Mark 
Brief mention should be made of Luke's d suse of Mk. 
This will be taken up more fully when the special sources of 
Luke are considered and "the greater" and "lesser interpola-
{1) Creed, op. cit., n. lx. 
(2) McNeile, op. cit., p . 55. 
(3) Redlich, op. cit., p . 96. 
(4) Cre ed , op. cit., p . lx. 
(5) Redlich, op. cit., p . 96. 
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tions" are studied . S r John Hawkins in " Studies 1n the 
Synoptic Problem" has an excellent treatment of the sub,iect. 
Streeter gives in compact form the method Luke uses in regard 
to Mk . 
There are half-a-dozen or so odd verses scattered 
up a nd down the Gos el tn regard to which it is 
disputable whether or not they are derived from Mark. 
Apart from these, we find that , until we rPach the 
LBst Supper ( Lk. xxii , 14), MarcBn and non-Marcan 
material alternated in greet blocks . This alternation 
suggests the inference that the non- Marcan materials, 
though probably ultimately der1ved . from more than one 
source , had already been combined into a single written 
document before they were used by the author of the 
Third Gospel . (1) 
Vincent Taylor shows how the Marean matter s d1str-
buted. "There are six cons'iderable belts of Markan matter." 
"There are two separate na.rrattves which stand alone." (These 
are the cleansing of the Temple and the Obtaini_ng of the Colt.) 
"There are stripes of Jli arkan matter which appear in the 
(2) 
Eschatological Discourse and the Passion narrat ve." 
From these passages lt is se <> n that , while Luke used 
Mk. extensively , he did not always depend on it . This is 
esp ecially noticable in what has been termed t e "greater" 
and "lesser interpolations 11 • Hawkins shows that the latter 
(3) 
has undoubtedly been drawn from a different s011rce . Of the 
former he says : " I t may be taken then as morally certain 
that in Luke ' s previous and shorter interpolation nto the 
(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
Streeter, B. H.: 
Taylor , Vincent : 
Hawkins , Sir John 
p . 31. 
The Four Gospels ; p . 167. 
Behind the Third Gospel; p. 128 
C. : Studies in the Synoptic Problem ; 
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Marean order he laid aside entjrely his u sual Marean source. 
And if so, we shall be to some extent predisposed to find 
the sA.me independence of Mark n the latter and much longer 
(1) 
interpolation made by the Ev~ngelist. 11 
Luke begins his gospel w th non-Marcan material (i, 1-
iv, 30). T~en he alternates wi th strips of Marean material. 
He omits a large part of the Marean nformation in one 
sequence. The c 0nclusion js that wh le he used Mk. as a so,J rce, 
he was not tied to it and felt free to break away from its 
contents. Clear1y, it may be seen that Luke is an author, 
not merely a compiler of documents. 
E. Comparison of the Passion Narratives of Lk. 13-nd Mk. 
No study of the sources of Lk., especially in reference 
to the use of Mk., would be complete without a study of the 
Passion narratives of these two gospels. It is h ere that 
the evidences of a special source seem most clearly evident. 
11 It has in recent years been established that Luke also 
possessed a Passion narrative, from which he took over such 
pAssages peculjAr to his gospel as 19:37,39,41-44; 22:15-17, 
( 2) 
27-32,35-38; 23:5-10,12-15,27-31, etc." Lake and Lake 
discuss this briefly: 
Here the Resurrection narratives are reached. 
The story of the women et the tomb (Luke xxiv, 2-10) 
(1) Ibid. p. 33. 
(2) Goodspeed, E. J. 
p. 206. 
An Intro&Jction to the New Testament; 
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is clearly based on the same t1edition as Mark xvi, l-8, 
but is greatly modified. Luke s other narratives have 
no parallels . They place all the appearances of the 
Lord in the neighborhood of Jerusalem ~md thus d:t ffer 
from Matthew and (by implicat on) from Mark , who say that 
the disciples saw the risen Jesus ln Galilee. (1) 
Moffatt agrees that the Passi on narratives are farther 
apart than the others. He does not think that it is necessary 
to ascr:ibe these to a special sovrce. He says: 
In the passion-narrative , especially at and after 
the last supper , Luke sits more loose than ever to 
Mark; b11t even when a source may be nostulated, it does 
not follow th8t it was Q. Luke makes much less of the 
cleansing of the temple (19:45-46) than Mark or even 
Matthew; it does not exc te the author:ities to immediate 
action, and their inte~ference (20.lf) is not only 
separated from it by a vague interval, but motivated by 
h s teachine rather than his actions. This is another 
of the Approximations to the standpoint of the Fourth 
gospel, where the cleansing is removed entirely from 
the last days at Jerusalem. The same softening of the 
revolutionary traits in Jesus re-appears in the remark-
able addition of 22:51 to the synoptic account of 
Peter 's attack on the servant of the high priest . No 
source need be postulated for these Lucen touches. (2) 
Sir John Hawkins does not think t et Luke used a special 
source, or at least, a special written source. He says: 
"Luke does not in his Passion-narrative desert the Second Gos-( 3) 
pel, but employs 1t with unusual and remarkable freedom." 
He contrasts the use of these very well ani s pace will be 
taken to shov1 his arguments 1 results. 
There the Marean source s not indeed deserted, ••• 
nor is its main order departed from, a~ in Mt . vii-xiii, 
but that source is used with a freedom as to details 
(1) Lake and Lake: op. cit., p. 46. 
(2) Moffatt : op. cit., pp . 274-75. 
(3) Hawkins, Sir John: Studies in the Synoptic Problem; p. 75. 
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both of matter and of order to wrich there is no parallel 
elsewhere in any considerable department of the two Gos-
pels that are founded upon it. (1) 
He then goes on to show the compar son of the way tba t 
Matthew and Luke have recorded this part of the gospel. It 
is ln full Record with Hawk ns' theory that Luke uses oral 
tradition at this point in his Gospel while Matthew uses 
largely the written narrative. 
"Matthew adheres to Mark's languAge very nearly twice 
(2) 
a"l closely as Luke does. 11 This shows the dlfferenc e in the 
ways of dealtng with the doctment and shows tat ~~atthew may 
be depended upon to be usi rg a document and Luke a.n oral 
source for this part of the gospel. 
He continues to point out that whEn the Passion-narrative 
is studied closely it 1s discovered trat Luke 1s muCh more 
free in his treat11ent of the source. "Here again, when, we 
find in Luke A freedom of adaption wrich po nts to just snch 
modifications and expansions of the Marean source as wruld (3) 
occur in the course of continued oral use of it." This is 
compared with the appearare e that Matthew gives of having 
followed the Marean source very closely. 
A third distirc tlon wh ch mEJy be observed between 
the habits of the two compllers points still no re 
decidedly n the sa 1e direction. Transposlt-tons or 
invers:ions, both verbel and substB.ntial, of ~ ark's 
order are unusually and remarkably frequent in Luke's 
(1) Ibid. p. 76. 
(2) TbiQ. p. 78. 
(3) Ibid. pp. 78, 80. 
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Passion-narrative. The number of them is no less 
than twelve. (1) 
This last statement is worthy of note. In tbe use of 
Mark's gospel elsewhere, Luke has obviously followed very 
close l y the order of fViark. In the Passion-narrative he makes 
a great number of changes. This may or may not prove anything, 
but it is unusual in Luke's method of work. Hawk:1ns draws 
his conclusion thus: 
1 e have seen, then, in three distinct ways, the 
remarkable freedom Which Luke, as contrasted with 
Matthew, uses in his Passion-narrative the Marean 
11 Grundschrift". And n each case the freedom a peered 
to be of s11ch a kind as was likely to result from oral 
use of the source. (2) 
Luke treats the Passion-narrative very d fferent from 
the rest of his Marean material. Hawkins makes three state-
ment in regard to this. 
Ve shall see that Luke 1 s free treatment of tlle 
Marean document in his Pass ion-narrative (xxii, 14-
xxiv, 10) is very strikingly different from his own 
treatment of it in very nearly all the other portions 
of his Gospel which have any apnearance of be ng 
grounded on Mark . 
The verbal correspondence w~ th the Marean s011rc e 
is about twice as great in the Lucan account of the 
Ministry as 1t is in the Lucen account of the Passion. (3) 
Hawkins here ndicates that Luke did more than make 
editorial changes in Mark . Here is a clear sign of new 
ma ter"tal. Hawkins states his third argument: 11 Luke avails 
himself of the libert of transposition four times as freely 
(1) Ibid. pp. 80, 81. 
(2) Ibtd. p. 84. 
(3) Ibid. PP• 84, 86. 
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in h is Passion-narrat ve as he does in those narratives of (1) 
the min stry which are founded upon the same source." 
Hawkins then draws his conclusion as to the sources of 
the Passion-narrative. He cites the theory of Feine and 
others who claim that there is another written source and 
rejects it. 
Luke's add1tions are (unlike Matthew's) so mixed 
up with the "Grundschrift", and they have caused 
alterat:tons and modtfic8t1ons of such kinds, that they 
suggest a long gradual conflat1on in the mind rather 
than a simple conflation by the pen . (2) 
He then goes on to state his own conclusion for the 
differences between Mk . R..nd Lk. at this point. 
It seems then that more probability wo u ld attach 
to a hypothes s that would represent our author as having 
been accnstomed to make oral use of the materials wh ch 
he embod es in this par t of his Gospel. Now it is some-
thing more than a hypothesis, t is a subject of a 
direct statement in the generally accepted Epistle to 
Philemon (v. 24), supported by other evidence both 
external and internal , that St. Luke was a 'fellow-
worker ' with st. Paul. And if so, he will have been a 
preacher of Christianity after the Pauline type, end 
will have been mainly occup ed with the Pauline rall8e 
of subjects. (3) 
We know that Paul preached "J-esus Christ, and Him 
crucified." This seems a reasonable idea , and must be con-
sidered when the special sources of Luke are dealt with more 
generally . Eut Lake and L~ke do not agree with this con-
clus on. 
It is very remarkable that the Lucan appearances 
of the risen Jesus do not correspond to tre list given 
(1) Ibid. pp . 89 , 90 . 
(2) Ibid. p . 90. 
(3) Ibid. 
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by Faul in I Cor. xv.5ff. Luke also emphasizes that the 
Lord rose with the same body as had been buried, --a 
body of flesh and bones, not a spirit (xxiv. 39}. raul, 
on the other hand, says that flesb and blood cannot 
inherit the Kingdom of God, and argues that at the 
Resurrection all will te changed to spiritual bodies; 
since he states thAt ~esus was the f rst fru1ts of the 
Resurrect on this implies that he too had a "spiritual 
body." Luke l'lp eers to be combating this view. (1) 
Of course, there is no necessity for saying that Luke, 
because he was a companion of Paul always agreed with Paul. 
Paul was known for not agreeing with the Apostles. (Acts 15: 
37-40; Gal. 2: 11-17.) 
Vincent Taylor has repered a chart (See Appendix of 
tris document Table IV) by which he compares the accounts of 
r~.k. and Lk. He discusses them minutely and reacres tre 
conclusion that there we s a s eci al so1Jrce for tre Passion-
narrative. This will be considered when the }assion-narrative 
is discussed as a part of the rnatertsl peculiar to the Third 
Gospel. 
e have covered the comparat ve narrat ves of the 
Passion in Lk. end Mk. One thing appears clear. Luke was 
either acquainted with some other account of the }assion or he 
was giving his imagination free reign. The latter point of 
view is inconsistent with tre work Luke res done in the rest 
of the Gospel. It is also inconsistent witr ris purpose 
ststed in his preface: 11 hav ng traced the course of all things 
( 2) 
accurately." Mark is not Luke's only authority here. 
(l~Lake and Lake, op. cit., p. 46. 
(2) Luke 1: 3. 
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LUKE ' S USE OF Q 

and used, in addition to ~k . e second document, now lost, 
containing ch efly or entirely sayings of esus. Th s document 
is usually referred to as Q (Quelle, "source"). Nlany scholars 
thtnk it is mentioned by Papias when he speaks of tre Logia 
of Matthew , but opinions vary on that quest1 on." ( 1) 
The argument is advanced by Sir John hawkins that the 
11 Logia" of Matthew s th s other source. In "Horae Synopticae" 
he says: "The Logie, whjch Pap as attributes to ~atthew , has 
been referred to in the last section as one of the two sources 
probably used in the compilation of the f1rst and third Gos-
( 2) 
pels." He then lists about seventy-two passeges that may 
have come from this "Logia". He follows with this statement: 
"It seemed necessary to attempt such a catalogue, if we are to 
employ as e working hypothesis that use of the :Ma tthaean Logte 
as a source which the phenomena of our Gospels and the br1ef 
( 3) 
notice of repias combine to render probable." Fowever, 
when he wrote his articles 1n the "Oxford Studies in the 
Synoptic l-'roblem", Hawkins modified his former statement. 
To me it seems impossible to shut out from the 
mind th s testimony of Papies, when one is attempting to 
estimate the probabilities as to the source which was 
used by Mt . and Mk . Put the convenient practice wbich 
had grown up of call1ng it the 'Logian source' has not 
unnaturally been obiected to as 1 question-begging 1 , so 
it has been avoided n this Essay , Rnd tre neutral 
symbol Q res been substituted. (4) 
(1) Filson, F. V.: Ori5ins of the Go~els; p. 124. 
(2) Hawkins, op. cit., p. 88. 
(3) Ibid, p. 90 
(4) Hawkins, Sir John: Studies in tr~.§XE-opti~ Probl~; p. 107. 
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Moffatt is in substantial agreement with Hawkins and his 
statement seems to be the best one that can be made in this 
line. 
On the other side, a comparison of Mt. and Lk. 
shows the cormnon use of a discourse-source Q. The 
problem is to connect Q with the Matthaean Logia, and 
this may be solved by identifying the latter with the 
substantial nucleus of the former. For all practical 
purposes, they may be considered one and the same 
source. (1) 
In discussing Q, Streeter gives an excellent summary 
of its justification and use. 
Seeint;; that Q, if such a document ever• ex1sted, 
has disappeared, the hypothesis that it was used by 
Matthew and Luke cannot be checked and verified as can 
the hypothesis that they used Mark. &1t it explains 
facts for which some explanation is necessary, and it 
has commended :t.tself to most of those, who have studied 
the subject minutely in all its bearings, as explaining 
them in a simpler and more satisfactory way than any 
alternative suggestion which has so far been put for-
ward. '\'e are justified, then, in assuming the exist-
ence of Q, so long as we remember that the assumption 
is one which, though highly probable, falls just short 
of certainty. (2) 
There are a number of parallels between Matthew and 
Luke. Hawkins bas claimed seventy-two. Other writers vary 
considerably. Its length and contents will be discussed 
later. At least one fifth of their material seems to came 
from this teaching source. 
B. Divergence of Lk. ~nd Mt. 
In their use of Q Matthew and Luke differ quite 
(1) Moffatt, op. cit., pp. 194, 195. 
(2) Streeter, B. H. : The Four Gos~ls; p. 184. 
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radically. Sir John Ha~kins gives three ways in which they 
differ in their use of this sp oial source. 
The fact that quite two-thirds of the passages are 
placed differently in Matthe.v and Luke shows that at 
least one of the two autl1ors or editors attached no 
importance to the order end sequence in the Logie., even 
if they bad the document before them, and dtd not 
merely derive the r knowledge of 1t throPgh oral 
t~adit on or t rough intormed ote documents. (1) 
Hawkins second argument :ls that: "in Matthew the 
'character•istic' expression are used with considerably more 
1 freedom and abundance in the presumably Logian than in the 
(2} 
presumably ~arcan portion" while in Luke the situation is 
the reverse. The third argument is that there are no 
particular phrases that can be set asjde as belongin to the 
Logie. He concludes: 
This failure does not, of course, disprove the use 
of the Logie as a source; but it does strongly support 
the view ••• that both atthew and Luke, and especially 
Lul{e, have so ' orked over' the sources they employed 
that t ey frequently represent to us the substance 
rather than the words of th or ginal documents. (3} 
All this indicates that Matthew and Luke each used his 
own method of deal:! ng with Q. Creed gives us the best 
m1ggestion as to how the two evAngelists treated Q. 
Matthew has fitted in the Q material at suJtable 
points in the Marean narrative, freely transposing and 
combininb his sources. Luke's procedure Js different. 
He follows Mark continuolJsly for the long stretches, 
and interpolates non-Marcan material in blocks. It 1s 
reasonable to conjecture th t Luke has, on the whole 
preserved the original order of Q, as he has, on the 
(1) Hawkins, Sir John: Horae Synopt ce e ; p. 91. 
(2) Ibid. 
(3) Ibid. p. 92. 
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whole, preserved the original order of ark. Yet Luke's 
tendency to group together discourses which have some 
no1nt of contact may have disturbed the order of the 
source. The greeter pert of the Q material falls in 
the central section of tho Gospel. (1) 
There is no definite knowledge of the extent of Q. 
Hence, 1 t is d ffic11lt to tell ·bother it is Mattbe ~ or• Luke 
that more neal'ly pr serves the order of Q. Mat the v has the 
habit of gro,lping all his discourses together while Luke 
folloVJs the narrative method. It seems more l"~ 1cal thnt 
Matthew ·ould group the discourses together than that Luke 
ould take solid discourses into fragments. The supposition 
• is that Luke more nearly preserves tho order of Q. 
A second divergence is the difference in material that 
Ma tthew and Luke possess. Moffatt says; "Tho infancy-
narratives are independent , ond tho passion-story in Luke 
does not exhibit any traces of adherence to the spec1flcally 
(2) 
Matthaee.n narl"ative." There is a great deal of material that 
is peculiar to each gospel. 1uch of Matthew's sermon is 
omitted from Luke. lAany of Luke's parables are omitted from 
!atthew. This g1ves rise to the idea tb~t each had other 
sources besides Mark and Q. This call s for a l1mitation of 
Q in order that the extent of the special material might be 
determined. 
C. Contents of Q 
(1) Creed, op. cit., p. lxv. 
(2) ~offatt, op. c to, p. 207. 
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There is a variety of opinion as to the size and contents 
of Q. This has a great bearing on the study of the sources 
of Luke. How much of Q does Luke reproduce that ~atthew does 
not? How much of Q does Matthew reprod ce that Luke does 
not? Vere there two different versions of Q? This question 
seems to call for an answer firsto Scott says: 
The symbol Q may be retained for the sake of con-
venience, but always with the understanding that it 
need not signify a single, unifo1~ document. 
This becomes evident when we compPre those passages 
in Uutthew and Luke w ich are so much elil{e that they 
must be regarded as taken from Q.... The difference 
existed in the documents which Matthew and Lul!e had 
before them, and each of them had used his own edition 
of Qo (1) 
Canon Creed supports this position : 
The resemblances between Matthew and Luke are 
often so close (eg. in the account of the preaching of 
John, and of the visit of the messengers of John '~th 
the subsequent say:lngs} that there :1 s no room for doubt 
that a single Greek source 11.es behind the t wo gospels. 
But differences elsewhere are sufficiently strikin to 
make it probable thAt it lay before the evan elists in 
someWhat different versions. Matthew has freely con-
fla ted Q wi tb discourse ma terle.l from Mark o. nd from 
other sources. Luke conflates less, but he too appears 
to be not entirely e stranger to this method of com-
position. (2) 
In spite of these nrgument s for the two d fferent 
ver•sions of Q, the theory must be accepted cautiously. If nll 
the d1fferences in the two gospels are d!te to this reason, 
the evangelists must have had tvw d fferent documents before 
them and 1 t wonld be a mistake to refer to both of them as Q . 
~Scott, op. cit., p. 39. 
(2) Creed, op. cit., p. lxvi. 
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It is moi'e logical to assume that tl::e minor d1fferenc es in the 
saying mpy result from the pens of the evangelists end the 
greater differences may have come from other documents which 
overlapped Q. 
rNhen it comes to finding the original extent of Q, the 
scholar is lost. "Since Q tself is lost, we c~m now 1:1ssign 
to it only those passages which Mat thew and Luke have in 
common, and in Luke, as in Matthew, thPre is doubtless Q 
( 1) 
material whicb cannot thus be identifj ed. 11 "Their 11se of Mark 
indicated that neither of them quoted all their available 
material, and tba t some themes interested one gospel writer 
( 2) 
more than another." Lake and Lake add tl:eir voice to the lack 
of confidence in finding the orig nel Q. 
1fua t were the con tents of Q'? 'Ihere is no way of 
answering this question with any approach to accuracy. 
The best proof of th1s 1s to consider what a miserable 
failure wm1ld result from any attempt to reconstruct 
Mark from Matthew and Luke, if Mark were not extant, and 
we tried to reconstruct the obvious common sources of 
Matthew and Luke. 'e should reach a docmnent omitting 
nearly 25% of Mark, but including all which we now think 
may have came from Q. Therefore, the temptation must 
be resisted of following any mechanical system such as 
ace erting enly passages found in botb Matthew and 
Luke. (3) 
The early Christian Church found trat they needed some 
method of teaching the converts their doctrjnes. Scholars 
believe that Q is the answer to th s need. "It consisted 
mainly of memoranda of the Sayings of Jesus with a few strands 
(1) Scott, op. cit., p. 83. 
(2) Kent, C. F. : Lif~- an5!__!_e~chin_gs of Je~us; p. 25. 
(3) Lake and Lake, op. cit., po. 12 , 13. 
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simply from later citations. (1) 
Anyone who has tried to put these reconstructed Qs together 
and make sense from them will agree with tbe last state~ nt 
of Kent. 
In his article on 'l"'he_~rigiQ~]-ytent of Q in the "Oxford 
Studies in the Synoptic froblern", streeter gives an excellent 
diSClJ Ssion of the contents of Q. A brief summary of that is 
found in the Syllabus to that studv and is quoted here. 
It is brieflv shown that Q contained an account 
of John's preaching, the Baptism and Temptation, the 
Great Sermon, the Centurion's Servant, and John's 
Message. Then the main contention is advanced, viz. 
that the longer interpolation, Lk. ix, 51 - xvi ii, 14, 
is, in the main, an extract of Q expanded by means of a 
collection of parables peculiar to St. Luke, so that 
many passages in :1 t, even though not pa re lleled in 
Matthew, can be referred to Q. 
A difference is noted between the type of parable 
peculiar to Matthew and Luke and the normal type oc-
curr:J ng in Q. The Lucan Parables of the 1'Vedding Feast 
and Pounds are probably, but not certainly, derived 
from the same wr:Jtten so11rce ( .e. Q) as Matthew's 
similar parables. 
Some passages pecul~ar to Matthew are doubtless 
also from Q, but these are harder to identify. The 
question is further complicated by the probability 
that Matthew and Luke did not lmo PJ the original Q, but 
used two differently expended vers1ons of tbe original 
document. (2) 
It is difficult when all opin·ons have been taken into 
account to know just what Q was and what jt was intended to 
be. If Q is all discourse, why did Luke break it up in the 
manner that he did? Why did he not group the teachings as 
did Matthew? What guided him in his location of the 
(1) Kent, op. cit., p. 25. 
{2) Streeter, p. 184. 
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teachings? If there is a narrative t:bread, why is it so 
incomp l e te? ~Vas Q S'..lpposed to be F.l Go srel? To this la Rt 
question Moffatt gives a c onvincing answer. 
If Q was a gospel, i.e. an attempt to present 
notable sayings of esus in a biographical outline of 
his life, the inclusion of John the Baptist's preaching 
is as intelligible at the beginning as the omission of 
the passion-story at the end is unintelligible. Further-
more, when it is identified with the Matthaean Logia 
(or with some form of these), it js not easy to under-
stand bow it could have been a nDrrative of the life of 
Jesus, since Luke (l.lf) implies that no such narrative 
was drawn up by an eye-witness. Finally, if Q is 
assumed to have e nded without any account of the death 
or resurrection, it can hardly have been composed very 
soon after the resurrection. It is difficult to sup-
pose that at any time between 30 and 50 A. D. the death 
and resurrection of Jesus were so unimportant to 
Christians, in view of the speedy return of tessiah, 
that a gospel could be written which ignored them. 
These difficulties do not compel the introduction of a 
passion-narrative into Q, much less its relegation to 
the ljfetime of vesus, but they reinforce tr.e hypothesis 
that it was not a go spe 1 at all. ( 1) 
Some of the questions that have been asked do not seem 
to be answerable. Moffatt states that Q is not a gospel. 
It ID1JSt be assumed that Q was a group of teachings, probably 
for the instruction of the Christian converts. Eeyond that 
one cannot go. If the s u ggest on is that Luke used an ex-
panded version of Q in the construction of his g ospel, the 
way is open for Streeter 1 s "Proto-Luke 11 theory . This will be 
disc1.1ssed more fully in another chapter. The next question 
is what effect does Q have on tbe other sources of Luke. 
(1) Moffatt, op. cit., pp. 202, 203. 
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D. Luke's use of Q in connection with L 
It seems fe.irly certain that Luke uses other sources 
besides rv!k . and Q. There 1 s a 18 rge port5 on of Luke the t 
cannot be accounted for hy trese two sour·ces. In order to 
guage the size of tt> i , it has to be d ~ scovered what use Luke 
has made of Q. Vincent Taylor has made an extensive study 
of Luke 1 s use of Q. He has a srec :ial purpose in the study, 
but it has been done in a scholarly way and the results have 
a bearing upon the question at hand. 
The best method of treatment will be to examine 
separately the four sections of the Third Gospel in 
which Q matter appears. These sections a.re: (a) Lk. 
i i, 1-iv, 30; (b) Lk. v:t, 12-viii, 3; (c) Lk. ix, 
51-xviii, 14; (d) Lk. xtx, 1-28. Outside these 
passages nothing in Lk. has been taken from Q, with 
the p:>ssible exception of the saying in Lk. xxii, 
30b ('And ye shall sit on thrones judging the twelve 
tribes of Israel'). ~fuen these sections have been 
examined, 1 t should then be p0ssible to draw certain 
broad conclusions regarding the manner in which st. 
Luke has made use of Q. (1) 
The observation is th8t the Q matter falls nto secticns 
that alternate with the Marean sections. There seems to be 
no fusion of the Marean and Q mBterial in these sections. 
The conclusions that Taylor has drawn will give us the 
results of his study. 
(1) In Lk. a.n attempt is clearly manifest to impose 
on Q a narrative form. 
(2) In the sections where Q is used, the Q matter 
(1) Taylor, Vincent: Behind the Th rd Gospel; p . 144. 
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usually forms the foundation of the structure. 
(3) A third point of the greatest importAnce is the 
fact that in Lk. Q is always used in connex on witr non-
Markan matter; it is never fused with material derived 
from rt.k. 
(4) A fourth feature is the broad similarity of 
plan and construction in the four main sections v.hich 
have been examined. 
The conclusions stated above are facts which have to 
be explained on any theory of the composition of the 
Third Gospel ••.• The facts would be satisfactorily ex-
plained by thA assumption that at least three stages 
lie beh nd the Third Gospel-- (1) the Q document, 
possibly to some extent already Anlarged, (2) an expanded 
narrative version of Q, (3) the '11hird Gospel, as we 
have it now, furnished with material derived from Mk. (1) 
Taylor's conclusion is tb at a Proto-Luke hypothesis wi 11 
explain the difficulties in this construction. A discussion 
of this theory comes in a later chapter. Analyzing his dis-
coveri es, it is found the t Luke has kept Q separate from :Mk. 
but has apparently woven it into ~nother document or another 
document into it. Q in its or1g1oolform would not contain 
enough unity to stand alone in a connected narrative. Luke 
has united it with otner material and the whole with Mk. It 
has to be discovered what this other material was and tbe 
possibilities of its being fused with Q before tl' e w ole was 
combined with Mk. There is this possibility and an alternate 
one, that the other non-Marcan matter could be worked into Q 
easier than the M~rcan :rootter at tre time of the writing of 
the gospel. How these theories develop will be mown in the 
succeeding chapters. 
(1) Ibid. pp. 161-63. 
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IV. 
MATERIAL PECULIAR TO THE THIRD GOSPEL 
A. How account for this special material 
As the gospel of Lk. has been studied, it has been 
noticed that Lk. contains a great deal of material that is to 
be found in no other gospel. There are the birth stories, so 
different from Matthew that they cannot possibly have come 
from the same source. There is a Passion-narrative that seems 
to owe little to Mk. There is a vast amount of other material 
that can be found nowhere else. Some of this may possibly 
have come from Q, but it is not reasonable to assume that it 
all did. any of the scholars have assumed this to be so. 
Filson shows the fallacy of this: 
The objection to this view is that it stretches 
the term~ beyond any reasonable degree. If many of the 
sa ings common to two similar documents are different 
in phrasing, and much of the material found in each 
document is absent from the other, it is misleading to 
use the same symbGl Q for both of them. We might as 
well call Mt. and Lk. copies of Mk. ~~. was no doubt 
used in riting t. and Lk., but Mt. is not rightly 
regarded as merely a transcript of [k., nor is Lk. merely 
a copy of Mk. Similarly, if Q was revised and enlarged 
enough to explain the peculiarities of 1t. and Lk., it 
was not ~ which was used by the writers of these Gospels, 
but two separate symbols. If, however, . really was 
used by these two gospel writers, we must look elsewhere 
for the source of much of the sayings material found only 
in t. or only in Lk. In other words, we may have to 
conclude that Mt. and Lk. used more than two written 
sources. (1) 
(1) Filson, op. cit., P• 128. 
38 
So it is found that there is about two-fifths of the gospel 
that does not have its authorship in Mark or in Q. The student 
must turn elsewhere for the source of this valuable part of Lk. 
"Of that two-fifths which is peculiar to Luke, a large 
proportion is homogeneous in character, and there is good 
ground for supposing that Luke had access to a third document, 
comparable in extent and value to Mark and Q. . This view is 
now so generally held that it is customary to speak of "L" or 
'Luke's special source' .u(l) The contents of this document 
are of great interest. It does not seem entirely certain that 
all of Luke's material is from one remaining document. Luke 
says 1 many 1 in his preface and this may not stop at three. 
First to be discussed will be the plausability of L and then 
the other documents or sources that seem most assured will be 
considered. 
That Luke was composed of Mark, Q, and matter 
peculiar to the Gospel is assured. This special matter 
raises the same question that was considered when we 
delt with the matter peculiar to Matthew. Did it exist 
as a written source, or as oral tradition? But we have 
now an extra aid in the inquiry which was not available 
before; we can learn something of Luke's editorial methods 
from his second book, the Acts of the Apostles, and in 
his introduction to the Gospel reference is made to other 
written records which he used. Thus, from the very begin-
ning of our inquiry, we have some reason for thinking 
that behind the special matter in Luke there may be a 
written document. In short, we are justified in examining 
the hypothesis that L was a written document; further, we 
must ask how much of the gospel is neither Mark nor Q, 
and how did Luke utilise the non-Marcan matter. (2) 
(l) Scott, op. cit., P• 83. 
(2) Redlich, op. cit., p. 92. 
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[ 
The source of this material is generally placed in Judea and 
much of it is held to be traced by Luke himself. Ropes argues 
for the Judean source of L. 
These passages and narratives, however, which are 
peculiar to Luke, constitute probably the chief ground 
of the universal Christian interest in the gospel. Whence 
the author derived them we cannot say, but, if, as Acts 
indicates, he was the companion of Paul on the apostle's 
last fateful visit to Jerusalem and Palestine, and if he 
remained in those parts for two years while Paul was in 
prison at Caesarea, we can well imagine that this long 
stay in Jesus' country gave him opportunities of acquiring 
fresh re~iniscences of Jesus' life and teaching. (1) 
He suggests that Philip and his daughters, with whom Luke 
stayed in Caesarea, are valuable sources. If they are not, 
there must certainly have been others there who would still 
remember the works of Jesus after thirty years. 
Adeney's studies have led him to the same conclusion. 
Professor Harnack has made an ingenious suggestion 
with regard to the source from which Luke obtained this 
material, or much of it. He attributes it with some 
likelihood to Philip and his daughters. Luke accompanied 
Paul on a visit of some duration with the evangelist. (2) 
There are two reasons suggested for this. One is "the prom-
inence given to women in the gospel" and the other is the ref-
erence 11 to prophecy and the Holy Spirit''· Adeney does not 
believe that all Luke's material can be nailed down in this 
one sou ce. Luke's "preface" suggests a variety of sources. 
Probably some if not all were oral. Others may have been 
documentary. 
(1) Ropes, J. H.: The Synoptic Gospels; p. 70. 
(2) Adeney, w. F.: St. Luke; P• 36. 
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Canon Creed also gives his support to this theory. 
As to the provenance of Luke's special material 
there is much to be said for the conjecture that it was 
largely derived from Palestinian sources •••• The con-
jecture that much of the material took shape in the Church 
of Caesarea is at least attractive •••• There is good 
reason to suppose that a great part was first written down 
in the Greek language, for the influence of the LXX is 
strong, and the style has the freshness of original Greek 
composition. Moreover, a Church such as that of Caesarea 
might be expected to combine an instinctive understanding 
of Jewish national aspiration with a universalistic inter-
pretation of the Gospel, both of which are in a high degree 
characteristic of many Lucan narratives. {l} 
"Did the evangelist find the Q and L material already 
combined in some written source, or did he collect the L 
material by personal research and himself combine it with Q. 11 ( 2) 
Manson follows this statement by suggesting that the latter 
view is more probable. He shows that Streeter and Taylor have 
reached the conclusion that Luke gathered the L material and 
combined it with Q. This combination was intended to serve as 
a gospel and was called by Streeter "Proto-Luke". 
wnatever may be thought of this literary theory, the 
special or L material of Luke can with confidence be 
traced to a Judean or Jerusalem source. This is proved 
(1) by the acquaintance ~h this material shews with the 
personalities belonging to the original circle of Jesus 
(viii.3, x.38-42}, (2} by its peculiar emphasis on poverty 
and wealth in Jesus' teaching, and (3) by its localizing 
of the post Resurrection history entirely in Jerusalem 
and its vicinity. The L material everywhere reflects a 
Jewish-Christian point of view, and is a valuable witness 
to Christianity in its original home. (3} 
This statement gives the best proof for the location of L in 
(1) Creed, op. cit., P• lxx. 
{2} Manson , op. cit., p. xx. 
{3) Ibid 
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Judea and opens the way for a study of Proto-Luke. Before 
taking up this study attention will be given to the other parts 
of the Lucan account and to a more thorough study of the con-
tents of L. Scott says: 
And besides the three main sources, he (Luke) had 
access apparently, to others, briefer and less important. 
The two opening chapters are, in this connection, par-
ticularly worthy of study. (l) 
B. The Birth Stories 
The scholars have come to set the birth and infancy 
narratives of Luke apart from the rest of the gospel. In fact 
they present such a different picture from the rest of the 
gospel that they set themselves apart. They do not seem to 
come from the same material from which L comes. "It is perhaps 
improbable that Luke derived the whole of this heterogeneous 
body of material (that peculiar to the Third Gospel) from a 
single source. The birth narratives certainly stand apart 
with distinct characteristics of their own."( 2 ) 
Both Matthew and Luke give an account of the birth 
and ancestry of Jesus. These accounts obviously come 
from different sources, for they agree only in three 
points. First, they regard the conception of Jesus by 
the Virgin ary as the miraculous act of God, not of 
man--so that Joseph in both stories is only the husband 
of ary, not the father of Jesus; secondly, they place 
the birth of Jesus in Bethlehem; thirdly they trace the 
ancestry of Jesus (though in different ways) to David. 
There is a noticable difference in style as well 
as in content between the Mattean and Lucan narratives. 
The Lucan account is full of Old Testament thoughts, and 
(l) Scott, op. cit., p. 84. 
(2) Creed, op. cit., P• xlvii. 
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it is natural that many scholars have thought that it is 
a translation from Aramic or Hebrew. (1) 
This passage introduces the idea that the Lucan stories 
have a Hebrew origin. It also shows the difference in the 
narratives of Mt. and Lk. Goodspeed continues this line: 
The infancy narratives, 1:5-2:52, offer an interest-
ing contrast to those of atthew. They describe the fore-
telling of the birth and work of John in ways often 
reminiscent of the narrative of I Samuel, Chapters 1 and 
2. The songs and hymns in Luken Chapters 1 and 2, are the 
beginnings of Christian hymnology, and at once suggest the 
time of the Revelation with its great choruses and anti-
phonies. Here the stream of Jewish psalmody is seen 
entering its new Christian channel. (2) 
Manson also is satisfied that the birth narratives are of 
Judean origin and suggests a reason for Luke's addition. 
Here, as against Prof. Adolf von Harnack, the major-
ity of the scholars believe that Luke is founded on a 
written document, and this seems to be the more probable 
view. Luke apparently was not satisfied to begin like 
the older tradition embodied in Mark, with the baptism 
and call of Jesus. He wished to go as far back as exist-
ing tradition reached, and thus to make his gospel a 
complete record of events from the beginning. (3) 
Adeney adds a few points. 
First, we have the birth, infancy and childhood 
narratives, with much information about John the Baptist 
as well as about Jesus Christ. In addition to the rich-
ness of detail and rare beauty which characterize this 
part of the gospel we are struck with its very Hebraistic 
character both in language and in ideas •••• Luke was a 
close companion of Paul; but not a shadow of Pauline 
theology appears in these hymns. To credit the evangelist 
with authorship of them is to ascribe to him a dramatic 
art no trace of which appears anywhere else in his writ-
ings and, indeed, which is entirely foreign to his spirit 
and aim. It is much more likely that Luke is here naively 
following his authority and writing Hebraistically because 
(1) Lake and Lake, op. cit., pp. 14, 15. 
(2) Goodspeed, op. cit., p. 184. 
(3) anson, op. cit., P• XX• 
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that was Hebraistic, being an Aramaic document. (1) 
Scott suggests that the stories of the birth of John the 
Baptist may have come from the sect which John founded and 
which existed for a number of years after the organization of 
the Christian Church.( 2 ) The suggestion of Scott is interest-
ing but has no particular bearing on this study. It is possibl 
that this story did originate with the followers of John and 
the stories of the birth of Jesus came from that or it is 
possible that the story of John came from the stories of Jesus. 
~t seems certain that at the time that Luke came across it, the 
two stories were in one unit, because their language is all of 
one kind. Adeney gives additional proof for its Hebrew or 
Aramaic origin. 
It is a curious fact that Luke, who can write the 
best Greek of any of the evangelists, has passages that 
are more Hebraistic in spirit and language than anything 
else contained in the other gospels. (3) 
1offat suggests three hypothesis for the formation of these 
traditions and the majority of all theories come under these 
heads: 
The stylistic data of 1:5-2:52 permit of three 
hypothesis; (1) the use of a Palestinian Jewish-Christian 
Greek or Aramaic (Bruce, Zimmermann, Plummer, Wright) 
source, which Luke has revised and incorporated; (ii) 
the free composition of the section, in archaic style, 
by Luke himself; or (iii) its later insertion •••• The 
main drawback to (ii) i.e. to the theory that the author 
himself produced the archaic Semitic style by means of a 
conscious art (so, e.g., Pfleiderer and Harnack, BNT. i. 
199f.), apart from the fact that the so-called Lucan 
(1) Adeney, op. cit., pp. 37, 38. 
(
3
2) Scott, op. cit., p. 84. ( ) Adeney, op. cit., P• 5. 
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characteristics are almost wholly derived from the LXX, 
is the difficulty of imagining how a Gentile Christian 
like Luke could throw himself back, by a supreme effort 
of the historical imagination to the standpoint of these 
chapters. (1) 
Moffatt has adequately answered the second theory. The third 
falls down in that the transition is too smooth for the work 
of a later hand. The work still shows the hand of the author. 
This leaves the first theory as the most plausible. Streeter 
is rather inclined to combine the first and second theories 
and suggest that Luke translated this source in a special way. 
For the first two chapters of Matthew, I see no 
reason to postulate a written source •••• With Luke the 
case is otherwise •••• 
The question whether the narrative as a whole, as 
distinct from the hymns it embodies, was written in 
Hebrew is more difficult. Linguistically it has been 
pointed out that Lk. i and ii. are replete both with 
words and expressions characteristic of Luke's style 
and also with reminiscences of the LXX •••••• Luke knew 
his Greek Bible very well, and may have thought a kind 
of "biblical Greek" appropriate for a Gospel. 
A similar consideration would apply, if we supposed 
that Luke derived these chapters from a Hebrew source. 
Vhoever wrote them was familiar with, and had modelled 
his style on, the accounts of the birth and infancy of 
Samson and Samuel in the Old Testament •••••• Again, Luke 
himself, if he had a Greek translation of the document 
in question, would deal with it in the same way he does 
with his other sources; he would slightly abbreviate and 
polish up the Greek, but in this case his very consider-
able literary instinct would lead him to do the rewriting 
in Septuagintal Greek. Taken all in all, the probabili-
ties point to a written source. (2) 
The biggest difficulty found with this theory of Street-
er's is that it puts a great deal on the shoulders of Luke. 
(l) Moffatt, op. cit., pp. 266, 267. 
(2) Streeter, B. H.: The Four Gospels; pp. 266, 267. 
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It may be assumed that Luke was something of a scholar, but 
too many liberties should not be taken with his education. It 
is entirely possible that he could read Aramaic and Hebrew, 
but there is no need to suggest that he was super-educated. 
Streeter is probably right when he says there was a written 
source. It may even have been before Luke in a Greek trans-
lation. McNeile brings additional material on this point. 
"The Infancy narratives (chs. i, ii) have every appear-
ance of being derived from a special source. They are wholly 
independent of the Infancy narratives in Matthew.u(l) It may 
be seen that Luke writes the literary Greek of his time in 
the Prologue (1:1-4). Then with verse five he shifts into 
Hebraic Greek. Some of the scholars, including Harnack have 
supposed that this is due to Luke's literary skill. This 
does not seem in keeping with what is known of the lack of 
uniformity of the Hebrew translations. 
nd it is impossible to see any reason why he should 
wish to imitate translation-Greek more closely in his 
first two chapters than in the rest of his Gospel which 
is redolent of the LXX--so closely, in fact, that they 
have the appearance of being a literal translation of 
the Semitic original. The theory, widely accepted at 
the present time, is much more probable, that they are 
a translation from a Hebrew document. (2) 
It is possible that Luke translated this himself, but it is 
more likely that he used a Greek translation and touched it 
up in his own style. He has given no evidence anywhere that 
he knew Hebrew. 
(l) cNeile, op. cit., p. 69. 
(2) ~ 
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If the original was Aramaic we should have to suppose 
that the translator was skilful enough to avoid Aramaisms 
while rendering Aramaic into Greek of the style of the 
LXX, which is very improbable. Some portions of the 
chapters are poetical--the canticles, 11 Magnificat, Bene-
dictus, and Nunc Dimittis 11 , and the words of the angels 
in 1.14-17, 32f,3f; ii.l4. And the ease with which they 
can be rendered into rhythmi cal Hebrew is shown by Aytoun 
(Journal Thea. Stud. xviii. 274f). It is their Hebraic 
language, however, not the rhy thm which points to Hebrew, 
since Aramaic could be not less rhythmical. It is pos-
sible that these poetical passages were current separately 
and incorporated by the Hebrew Narrator, as may have been 
the case with the Angel's words in Matt. 1.2. But it is 
more probable that the Infancy narratives in both the 
Gospels were written in Hebrew, and that the rhythmical 
passe.ges were composed by the narrators themselves. (1) 
All this is quoted to show that Luke undoubtedly has a 
special source for the birth stories and that this source is 
not a part of L, but is separate in origin. It may be classed 
among t h e "many". Ropes has given a theory, which while not 
proved seems the best that is at hand: 
The opening chapters, centring about the Christmas 
message of the angels, are to all of us the most familiar 
part of the book. The transition from the formal Greek 
of t he preface to the simple narrative, highly Hebraic 
in the form of its sentences, and in its style recalling 
the classical Hebrew of some of the best Old Testament 
narratives, is apparent even through the medium of any 
English translation. I can hardly doubt that these two 
exquisite and interesting chapters are in fact a trans-
lation from a little Hebrew book, full of poetry and true 
Christian piety, which came into Luke's hands and which 
he has here skilfully translated for the opening of his 
history . ( 2) 
The conclusion in regard to the first two chapters of 
Luke must be that it is a separate document. During his years 
( 1) Ibid, p. 70. 
(2) Ropes, op. cit., P• 80. 
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Manson give s an outline of the particular parts of Lucan 
narrative of the passion, (See Appendix of this document Table 
II) and follows this with his own comment which gives evidence 
that the narrative is from a source other than Mark. 
While Luke has also made use of ark in his narrative 
of the Passion, the inclusion in that narrative of so 
many special items, combined with the fact that his order 
shews a dozen transpositions of events as compared with 
Mark, makes it plain that Mark did not supply the found-
ation of Luke's Passion history. (1) 
Manson agrees with Weiss in his list of special material and 
in his assumption that it comes from another source. This 
view point is echoed by Adeney. 
Lastly a peculiar interest also attaches to the 
new material in Luke connected with the trial, the cruci-
fixion, and especially the resurrection of Christ. This 
is a rich store collected by the evangelist from one or 
more witnesses or documents. But it is impossible to 
say whether these were the authorities used by him in the 
main body of his work, or other sources of information.(2) 
Adeney makes the suggestion that this may possibly come from 
a source other than L. Sir John Hawkins thinks that it may 
have come from Paul and gives two reasons to support it. The 
first is that this particular freedom of Luke in the use of 
Mk. comes at the beginning of the account of the Lord's Supper 
and compares favorably with Paul's account. (I Cor. xi. 23-5}. 
The second suggestion is that the parts that differ from the 
Marean narrative are the kind of subjects that would make 
interesting preaching.< 3 ) 
(1} Manson, op. cit., p. xix. 
(2} Adeney, op. cit., PP• 38,39. 
(3) Hawkins, Sir John: Studies in the Synoptic Problem; P• 93. 
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This theory of Hawkins is not improbable for almost any 
Christian leader of the period would have been able to tell 
the resurrection story. It is already noted that Luke's story 
is not parallel with Paul's and depends on flesh and blood in 
the resurrection as compared with Paul's spirit. In spite of 
this, Luke may have used this as preaching material and modi-
fied it with the sources that he found in his writing of the 
Gospel. 
Lightfoot is not in agreement with the above theories. 
He holds that Mark is the sole source and states his case. 
This theory is, I believe, misleading and unnecessary 
if once we have understood his method and his purpose •••• 
Luke like Matthew witnesses development of the church's 
interest in the passion narrative, but strikes a different 
path, particularly in regard to his portrait of the person 
of Christ •••• 
The same motive--growing importance of Jerusalem 
for the history of the Christian church--may lead Luke 
to confine the manifestations of the risen Jesus to 
Jerusalem and its immediate neighborhood• Luke knows 
nothing of appearances in Galilee. By a very daring chang 
the words heard by the women. at the tomb, instead of the 
l~arcan 11he goeth before you into Galilee," become in st. 
Luke "remember how he told you, when he was yet in Gali-
lee" •••• Tradition still knows and must be faithful to 
a reference at this point to Galilee, but the significance 
is changed. The way is thus prepared, not only for the 
command to the eleven, at the end of this gospel to 
"tarry in the city" in preparation for the gift of Pente-
cost, but also for the first appearance, in the neighbor-
hood of Jerusalem, of the risen Christ himself. (1) 
These arguments are plausible, and if this were the only 
place where the difficulty arose it would be probable; but in 
(1) Lightfoot, R. H.: History and Interpretation of the 
Gospels; p. 166· 
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The second argument of Taylor is that there are a number 
of variations of the Lucan story when it is compared with Mk. 
Hawkins lists twelve of these inversions. 
The third argument of Taylor is Luke is alive to the 
order of Mk. He points out that when a list of the passages 
is made they will still be with one exception in the Marean 
order. That is, although the story of Luke differs from Mk's, 
the Marean passages are taken in chronological order. Taylor's 
list is shown in the Appendix of this study Table v. This 
seems to be the strongest argument Taylor presents for a 
written source for the Passion-narrative. 
It may reasonably be claimed that the above consider-
ations following upon the detailed discussion in the 
earlier part of the chapter, furnish us with strong 
reasons for thinking that the substance of Lk. xxii. xxiv 
was put together independently of Mk., and that it existed 
as a document before St. Luke had seen Mk. At a later 
time the Third Evangelist expanded the Passion-narrative 
by inserting extracts from Mk. (1) 
Most of the authorities claim that there is a special 
source for Luke's Passion-narrative. The claim that this is 
a documentary source seems to be more convincing than that 
it is oral. The next question that comes up is: Is this a 
part of L or is it a separate document? Vincent Taylor claims 
that it is a part of L. 
This much at least may be certainly claimed--the 
Lukan Passion-narrative can never have begun with Lk. 
xxii.l4 ('And when the hour was come, he sat down, and 
the apostles with him.'). We may also fairly urge the 
(1) Taylor, Vincent: Behind the Third Gospel; p. 73-75. 
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antecedent improbability of a source so rich in historical 
details, and so evidently resting upon the witness of 
those in close touch with the facts, being confined to 
the incidents of the Passion and Resurrection. We may 
safely say that Lk. xxii.l4ff is part of a larger 
whole. (1) 
Taylor is presenting the idea that this section is a part of 
L or at least a part of Proto-Luke. At least one point in his 
argument fails. It is true that the Lukan passion story could 
not have begun as he says. On the other hand, it is not likely 
that any particular source of Luke's began the way he intro-
duces it. The Gospel of Mark begins: nThe beginning of the 
gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God. Even as it is written 
in Isaiah the prophet, 11 .( 2 ) Luke's account of the preaching 
of John is prefaced by the date of the event. He begins his 
quotations from Mark definitely in iv.31. "And he came down 
to Capernawn, a city of Galilee. 11 ( 3 ) This statement occurs in 
Mark 1.21, certainly not the beginning. The majority of the 
scholars would have Q begin with Luke 3:7, 11He said therefore 
to the multitudes that went out to be baptized of him, Ye 
offspring of vipers, who warned you to flee from the wrath to 
come." This would not be a good beginning. Nor would the 
supposed beginning of L, Luke 3:10, 11 And the people asked him, 
saying, What shall we do then?" The only place that makes a 
reasonably good beginning is in the birth-narrative which has 
been discussed. The reason for this is that Luke would 
(1) Taylor, Vincent: Behind The Third Gospel; p. 75. 
(2) Mark l:l,2a. 
(3) Luke 4:31. 
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hesitate to break up a single unit when there was no need. 
Luke was too good a writer to be limited to the point that he 
had to use every story just as he found it, introduction and 
all. He has proved the contrary by Taylor's own work. 
It would seem that the best theory is that the Passion-
narrative is a document. It may possibly be a part of L or 
Proto-Luke or an independent writing. 
D. Other narrative and discourse material peculiar to Lk. 
Scholars in following in the book of Luke the outline 
from ark have discovered that there is considerable material 
in Luke that cannot be found in Mark. Some of this has 
parallels in Iatthew, but there is much of it that is without 
any parallel whatsoever. It is in this material that scholars 
find the location for a special source or 11 L 11 • It is divided 
into two large groups and is considerably intermingled with Q. 
The two tracts in the main body of the Third Gospel 
(Luke vi.20-vii.3 and ix.51-xviii.l4), in which Luke 
makes no use of Mark, are described by Sir John Hawkins 
respectively as "the lesser interpolation" and "the 
greater interpolation." Each of these contains matter 
which as it occurs also in Matthew, we may assign to Q 
(without prejudice to any conception as to the unity or 
character of that source), alternating with matter 
peculiar to St. Luke, which we will for convenience speak 
of as L, the Q matter being to the L matter in the 
proportion of roughly 2 : 3. If with Harnack and others 
we regard the Lucan parable of the Pounds as the equiva-
lent of atthew's parable of the Talents, we at once 
observe that there is a third similar, though much short-
er, 11 interpolation11 (Luke xix.l-27) also containing 
material from both Q and L. (1) 
( 1) Streeter B .H.: 11 Fresh LiMt on the Synoptic Problem'', 
Hibbert journal, Oct. 192I, P• 104. 
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Streeter points out the main sections where non-Marcan 
material is to be round. He is not so much interested in 
locating L as he is in producing Proto-Luke. L is necessary 
for the existence of Proto-Luke. 
Redlich argues that it is wrong to call these sections 
or non- arcan material "interpolations". He points out that 
while these two passages do not contain as much material as 
does the Gospel or Mk., when all the non-Marcan material is 
counted it contains about 693 verses as over against about 
320 verses used from Mk. There are more verses of non-Marcan 
material in Lk. than there are verses in the whole Gospel or 
Mk. Luke a pparently used only about half of Mk. "Hence Mark 
was not his primary source but his secondary source; the Marean 
matter was added to the non-Marcan, and not vice-versa."(l) 
It does not seem reasonable to try and prove which was the 
most important source by the number of verses in each source. 
All of this material may not be independent. Part of it cer-
tainly comes from and part from L and possibly some from 
other sources. However, Redlich does set forth the modern 
idea that the word "interpolation" has rallen from good stand-
ing. Nevertheless, for the present, the term will be used 
to signify portions or Luke containing L material. 
The main sections of Luke that contain special material 
are those of the details of the preaching of John (3:10-15), 
{l) Redlich, op. cit., pp. 93,94. 
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the Genealogy of Jesus (3:23-38), parts of the Galilean 
inistry, the so-called Perean ministry, and the section re-
ferred to by Streeter, the Parable of the Pounds (19:1-27). 
First to be dealt with is the "great interpolation", 
which contains the so-called Perean ministry and is found in 
9:51-18:14. 
At this point, Luke leaves lark for a long time and 
inserts a section of which the composition and origin 
are a hard problem. It begins with an episode in 
Samaria, and has no further geographical data (except 
the vague allusion in xvii.ll) until Luke comes back to 
the Marean tradition in xviii.35 we find ourselves in 
Jericho. It is sometimes called the Peraean section, 
but only because it is supposed to be an amplification 
of the Iarcan section (Mark x.lff) which takes Jesus 
through Peraea to Jericho. (1) 
offatt takes a similar position. 
(b) 9:51-18:34 is not a travel-narrative; although 
it contains some incidents of travel, these do not dom-
inate the general situation. It is not a Perean source; 
there is a certain thread in the stories of the Samari-
tan village (9:51-56), the good Samaritan (10:30-37), 
and the Samaritan leper (17:11-19), but no geographical 
connection is available. Although it may be inferred 
from ~. 10:1 and Mt. 19:1 that Luke meant to locate 
some of this material in erea, the setting and the 
juxtaposition of the contents are topical and literary, 
not chronological. {2) 
Sir John Hawkins shows that it is extremely doubtful 
that Luke used ark at all in this section. There are 350 
verses in this section. Of these only thirty-five or one-
tenth contain parallels in Mk. The majority of these thirty-
five verses have parallels in t. also. This indicates that 
( 1) La1.;:e and Lake, op. cit., p. 44 . 
(2) Moffatt, op. cit., p. 273. 
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Now in the whole of it there is nothing at all, 
either in words or substance, which is also found in 
Mark without Matthew, and only three short passages 
in which there is anything parallel to both Mark and 
atthew. And as to two of these passages, we find that 
the 'setting' is completely different in Luke and Matthew 
from what it is in Mark. ( 1) 
Again the finding is that part of this comes from Q and part 
must come from L. L material is also found in 19:1-27 which 
Streeter mentions. Streeter also shows that there is still 
another section of Luke which contains Q and L material. This 
is 3:1-4:30. "It comprises an account of John's Preaching, 
the Baptism, the Genealogy, the Temptation, and the Rejection 
of Nazareth."( 2 ) When the Q material is separated the finding 
is that there is a document which composes nearly half of Luke, 
beginning with John's ministry and ending with the entrance 
into Jerusalem. This is given in outline by Manson and is 
quoted in the Appendix of this study Table II. 
Canon Creed describes the material that is given in this 
section and shows that it is different from the other source 
materials. Many of the Lucan narratives are complete stories 
in themselves or form a story within a story, such as the 
story of Mary and Martha, etc. There is also a group of 
parables which teach by character types instead of analogy. 
There is also the group of parables which teach by analogy and 
are similar to the other synoptic parables but the conduct of 
(1) Hawkins, Sir John: Studies in the Synoptic Problem; p. 32. 
(2) Streeter: op. cit., p. 205. 
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the characters "is reprehensible and is recognized as such.u(l) 
The greater part of the special material in Luke has been 
discussed. Its extent has been shown and its relationship to 
the other material in the gospel, and its type. There remains 
only the Genealogy to be covered . 
McNeile has given the Genealogy a careful study. It has 
been noted that the Lucan Genealogy differs from the Matthean 
one. 
The genealogy, which seems clearly intended to be 
a list of actual descent, and is thus distinct from that 
of Matt. which traces the royal succession, is perhaps 
not in its original f orm ••• • st. Luke appears to have 
manipulated the list in two ways : {1) The value which it 
would have for the family of Jesus lay in the descent 
from David, and through him from Abraham the father of 
the race . The twenty names to Adam •• were probably from 
St. Luke's won pen as an expression of his universalism •• • • 
(2) He seems to have inverted the order of the whole 
list, the original form having been simply a catalogue of 
names beginning with Abraham . (2) 
McNeile also thinks that the Hebrew word for prince was trans-
lated into Greek as a proper word. This makes the right 
number of words in the Genealogy . 
The special material in Lk. has now been covered in a 
broad way. The next step will be to make a study of the 
material that seems to have formed the document L. 
(1) Creed, op. cit., p. lxviii,lxix. 
(2) McNeile, op. cit., P• 71 . 
59 


B. The Galilean Ministry 
The Galilean ministry opens with Jesus' sermon at 
Nazareth. This occurs differently from the Nai'cen order end 
is different in detail. It is likely that this stood in L and 
accounts for Luke's giving it the place over the Marc8n order 
elthough :tt hints thet a previous ministry has taken p lace 
(4:23). Following this comes the Call of Peter; the Raising of 
the Widow t s son at Nain; the l'enl tent iVoman in Sl:a on 1 s House; 
end the 1"/omen who Ministered to Jesus. Here is seen plainly 
( 1) 
what Redlich C!llls the "Gospel of Womanhood". 
In L the Galilean ministry is very short. Only a few 
details are given. It may have teen longer, but the Marean 
material we s found to be more adequate and Luke was anxious to 
have accurate information. The whole of this period contains 
only about forty-four verses as we have t in the gospel. 
Jesus finishes his ministry here ~nd starts for Jerusalem. 
c. The So-CPlled Perean Ministry 
'l1hi s section of the Gospel is found in the "great inter-
polation" composed of Lk . 9 : 51-18 : 14. Its contents are des-
cribed by Streeter: 
The section Lk. ix. 51-xvi i. 14 is the center and 
core of the Third Gospel. It occupies 25 out of the 80 
(1) Redlich, op. cit., p. 107. 
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pages of Luke in the Greek Testament before me, and it 
contains most of the parables and narrative peculiar to 
Luke as well as about half of the material in Luke which 
can plausibly be assigned to Q. It is often spoken of as 
11 The Peraean section." This is a misnomer. Mark repre-
sents our Lord's last journey to Jerusalem as having been 
through Peraea on the east of Jordan, but there is abso-
lutely no hint of this in Luke. On the contrary, the way 
in which allusions to Samaria and Samaritans are intro-
duced in this section suggests that he conceived of the 
journey as being tprough Samaria. But the geographical 
notices are of the vaguest. Some scholars have spoken of 
this section of the Gospel as 11 the travel document". This 
is, from the critical standpoint, an even more dangerously 
misleading title, as it implies that this section once 
existed as a separate document. The only safe name by 
which one can call it is the "Central Section 11 --a title 
which states a fact but begs no questions. (1) 
Adeney also gives it a critical study. 
We have to thank Luke's diligent search after inform-
ation for the discovery of the precious lode of gold. It 
has been commonly assigned to what has been called 'the 
Perean Ministry', that is to say to our Lord's ministry 
in Perea, during His last journey up to Jerusalem. But a 
careful examination of this section shows that it cannot 
all be referred to that one stage in our Lo~d's life. 
Some of its incidents belong to Galilee, eg. x.l-16, xi. 
14-26. Probably Luke has here placed many incidents and 
teachings the localities and times of which are unknown 
to him. Nevertheless, the thread of the narrative on 
which he has hung them is the last journey up to 
Jerusalem. ( 2) 
The comment of Adeney that Luke has placed the material 
here that he did not know how to date is inconsistent with 
Luke's methods elsewhere shown. It is more logical to assume 
that this is a part of a general narrative which describes the 
general ministry of Jesus including the journey to Jerusalem. 
Had the material been scattered, undated fragments, it is 
(1) Streeter, B.H.: The Four Gospels; p. 203. 
(2) Adeney: op. cit.,-p7 ~ 
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likely that Luke would have woven them into the story in a 
closer unit instead of leaving them in the indefinite grouping 
that he did in this case. The framework of L offered a better 
opportunity to weave this portion of Q into than did the 
framework of Mk. It is also possible that Mk. was better 
known, particularly at the place that Luke wrote his gospel 
than was Q orLand would be permitted less change. Adeney's 
last statement agrees with an earlier conclusion that the 
theme of L was the journey to Jerusalem. 
This section is the longest section in L and contains 
twenty-three sections or subjects, the majority of which are 
of discourse material, particularly parables. Scott says: 
The parables which everyone knows by heart are 
almost all to be found in Luke, most of them clustered 
together in that middle portion of his Gospel in which 
he breaks away from Mark. They are widely different in 
subject and application, yet they all bear a family like-
ness which indicates a common source. It may be that 
this collection of Parables formed a work by itself, 
drawn up by someone who was peculiarly interested in this 
side of Jesus' teaching. Or perhaps it was included in 
a longer record which had many of the elements of a 
regular Gospel. (1} 
There are ten parables in this section that are from L and all 
are similar in type. Q has only one or two, and these are of 
a different type. This has further implications of a special 
source. 
It js in this section that most of Jesus' teaching is 
recorded in L. Redlich gives some of the teachings. 
(1) Scott: op. cit., P• 45, 46. 
64 
L is also the gospel of the under-dog as 
the types of men represented by the rich fool 
Dives; ••. Lis also the Gospel of home-life. 
the Gospel of prayer-life. 
against 
and 
L is 
The human Jesus is also the great revealer of God 
as Father. L is the Gospel of the Fatherhood of God; 
under various symbols, such as the Shepherd, the Host, 
the Father of the prodigal son, and the Nobleman, the 
love and mercy and grace of God are taught. (1) 
From the narrative point of view the Gospel starts out 
with the rejection by the Samaritans. Then comes the mission 
of the Seventy and their return. This may be a doublet, but 
it may also be added information that is contained in this 
source. There is the little incident of Mary and Martha. 
Then the scene is shifted back to the North and Jesus is told 
of the massacred Galileans. He heals a crippled woman. He 
is warned of Antipas and leaves the country, healing a man of 
dropsy. He starts to Jerusalem teaching as he goes. The 
Perean section ended here but L undoubtedly contained an 
account of the conversion of Zacchaeus at Jericho and also 
an account of the tears of Jesus on sighting Jerusalem. This 
concludes the teaching ministry of L. 
D. The Passion-Resurrection Narratives 
The Passion-narrative has already been discussed at 
great length in Chapters II and IV. A brief account of it has 
been included here because it is felt that this is a part of 
the L narrative. Vincent Taylor has advanced some proof of 
(1) Redlich: op. cit., p. 106, 107. 
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the Appearances of Jesus to the Eleven in Jerusalem E~nd the 
Ascension. In all ltkeliho0d the or glnal narrative was a 
mnch fuller description, but has elther been merged w th the 
Marean nPrrative or renlaced by it. The L narrative differs 
from the Marean as t has been pointed out in olacing the 
whole resurrection story in Jerusale~. 
E. L and Oral Trad t on 
To-day, though some effect of oral tradition on 
the formation of the Gospels is, and must be, recognized 
by every one, the idea of a primary sterotyped corpus 
of preachin6 has been abandoned. (1) 
One of the eBrl est theories of the orig1 ns of the 
Gospels was the idea of an Oral Gospel t hat existed about the 
Christian communities and t was from this that tre writers 
of the present Gospels drew their material. It is clear, as 
McNeile has shown above th8t this has passed from the picture. 
Even the Oriental with his keen memory would not be prone to 
keep such an excellent word likeness as is found in the 
Synoptic Gospels. In any case, it s hard to understand how 
the Oral Gospel, told in Aramejc, could tndependently receive 
such similar translations in Greek. On the other hand, the 
Oriental would not have changed the narrative style as much 
as Matthew and Luke have. If the Gospel had been oral, one 
version would hArdly have come to tell the story of the ri. sen 
Lord in Jerusalem and the other in Galilee. This theory must 
(1) McNeile, op. cit., 9• 46. 
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be discounted. 
The oral tradition c~nnot be entirely discarded. If Luke 
was the companion of Paul (and the evidence seems conclusive 
that he was), and if be stayed for two years in the vicinity 
of Jerusalem, he must ~ ave had access to many stories of the 
life of Jesus. It would not have been posstble for an 
inquiring Greek mind to stay in a country that was so rich with 
the lore of the Man he had g ven hiA life to serve that be 
would not use every possible opportun ty to add to his store of 
knowledge. In all probability he was in close contact with 
Philtp who was early with the disciples. It is even posslble 
that he had some contact with the Twelve, themselves, although 
there is no proof of this. At all events it may be assumed 
that he talked with people who were acquainted wjth the life 
and work of Jesus. 
How much this oral account is mirrored in the Gospel we 
h~ve no means of knowing. It is a very nrobable solutton for 
some of the minor detl'lils in the gospel that show no connection 
w th thP larger sources. It does not seem likelv that it 
covers a laree part of the gospel as the events are too unified 
to have come from memory alone and Luke was a Greek and not a 
Hebrew. 
The composition of the document L has been discussed. 
The different parts have been taken uu and their contents out-
lined. The next step is to discuss whether or not L was 
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united with another document (Proto-Luke) before it was in-
cluded in the Canonical Gospel. 
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PROTO-LUKE 
VI. 
PROTO-LUKE 
A. Explanation and Contents of Proto-Luke 
It has long been recognized that there is much in Luke 
that caru~ot belong to Mk. and is doubtfully attributed to Q· 
"It is, however, to p. Feine (Eine vorkanonische Uberliferung 
des Kukas, 1891) that the first complete statement of a special 
documentary source, other than Mk. and Q, must be attributed~~) 
The seed fell on good ground and brought forth fruit. B. Weiss 
and J. eiss were early students of this theory. The general 
field of thought seemed to turn toward a document that would 
replace A. There were some who regarded the special material 
as a separate document. In Studies in the Synoptic Problem, 
Vernon Bartlet advanced his theory that falls into the two-
source division. He suggested that the special material in 
Luke, which he called S, had been fused with Q and the two were 
combined in a document. This document was then united with Mk. 
to form the canonical gospel of Lk. This theory will be dis-
cussed more fully below. For ten years there was no further 
advance and Bartlet's theory remained only an introduction to 
the problem. It remained for Canon Streeter to bring to light 
further developments of this hypothesis. 
(1) Taylor, Vincent: Behind the Third Gospel;.p. 2,3. 
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The second development of the two-document hypothesis 
came in 1921 when a rather brief but i~portant article by 
Streeter in the "Hibbert Journal" suggested that a first 
draft of Lk. had been made before Luke had access to Mk. 
and used it to produce our present Lk. This earlier draft 
used~ and a body of material peculiar to Lk., which is 
indicated by the symbol L. L may have existed in oral or 
written form, though Streeter favours the written form. 
This document, a combination of Q plus L, was called by 
Streeter Proto-Luke. (1) 
11 The third development of the two-document hypothesis came 
in 1924 with the publication of Streeter's greatest book, 'The 
Four Gospels' • 11 ( 2 ) In this Streeter develops a four document 
hypothesis. In addition to Mk. and Q for sources he has L for 
an additional source for Luke and M as the special source for 
Matthew. The value of the four document hypothesis is that it 
gives additional importance to the sources M and L. The con-
tinued development of the theory is given by Burton Scott 
Easton: 
In 1926, curiously enough, attention swung to Luke. 
y own commentary followed avowedly the lines of the Weiss 
tradition. Doctor Vincent Taylor's "Behind the Third 
Gospel 11 is an elaborate analysis of the literary problems, 
with the results much the same as Streeter's; both he and 
the latter hold that Q and L were first united to form 
"Proto-Luke 1 • Then, as it were by an afterthought, Markan 
material was incorporated, so that the finished third 
Gospel is only in a subordinate sense dependent on the 
second. ( 3) 
When it comes to an adequate discussion of the Proto-Luke 
Hypothesis Dr. Taylor's book is the most valuable work to be 
had. It outshines Streeter's "The Four Gospels" in this 
(1) Filson: op. cit., P• 128. 
(2) Ibid, P• 130. 
(3) EaSton, B.s.: The Gospel Before the Gospels; p. 26. 
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respect because it is more detailed and specific. All of the 
problems are worked out carefully and summaries presented. 
The arguments f'or the theory are carefully presented in a form 
that may be readily grasped. Probably the best commentary on 
the Proto-Luke Hypothesis can be found in Floyd v. Filson's 
excellent work "Origins of the Gospels". 
The Proto-Luke theory is an attractive one. It helps 
explain the intermingling of L material with Q material in 
blocks that alternate with Mk. It helps explain the lack 
of Marean connection in the Passion-story . An extended dis-
cussion of its merits and defects will be given after its 
contents have been treated and its relation to Bartlet's theory 
has been described. 
Filson gives an excellent summary of the contents of 
Proto-Luke, both numerically and descriptive . 
It was composed at Caesarea by Luke about 60 A.D., 
while Luke was staying with Philip during Paul's imprison-
ment there. Proto-Luke consisted essentially of 3:1-4:30; 
6:20-8 :3; 9:51-18:14; 19:1-27; 24:13-53. It also included 
those parts of 22:14-24:12 which do not appear to be 
derived from Mk ., and certain other passages, among which 
5:1-11 is the longest. (For Streeter's reconstruction 
see the Appendix of this study Table III.). 
Proto-Luke was thus a complete Gospel, at least as 
long as Mark, but with a larger proportion of discourse 
material than Mk . had. When Luke some twenty years later 
had access to Mk., he inserted most of it into the struc-
ture of Proto-Luke, alternating blocks of the original 
Proto-Luke, with blocks taken from Mk . He also prefixed 
the first two chapters at that time. It will be seen 
that whereas the structure of Mt . is still regarded as 
based on Mk ., Lk's essential structure goes back to Proto-
Luke. Luke's use of Mk. was only for supplementary 
material to insert into Proto-Luke, not for the basic 
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outline of his Gospel.(l) 
Streeter makes this last statement definite: "The essential 
point is that Proto-Luke is entirely independent of Mark. 11 ( 2 ) 
Before taking up arguments pro and con for the Proto-Luke 
theory, its antecedent in Bartlet's 11 QS 11 theory will be 
discussed. 
B. Proto-Luke's Relation to Bartlet's 11 8 11 and "Q.S" 
Previous mention has been made of Dr. Bartlet's 11 QS" 
theory. This has some likenesses and some differences with 
the Proto-Luke Hypothesis. Dr. Bartlet's study was brought 
forward in 11 Studies of the Synoptic Problem11 • 
My main divergence from the theory underlying most 
of the essays in this volume consists in a rejection of 
the current 'Two-Document hypothesis'. That our Mark 
was used in the two other Synoptic Gospels, I firmly 
believe, and so far agree with the current documentary 
hypothesis. On the other hand, I cannot see that the 
common use of a second document, whether by Matthew and 
Luke alone or by Mark also is probable: •••• Accordingly, 
I would offer my own hypothesis--which is primarily a 
sort of 'two-Document' theory of Luke's Gospel alone--to 
the consideration of both schools as possibly affording 
the principles of an eirenicon between them. (3) 
This is the nature of the introduction to Dr· Bartlet's theory 
which he goes on to develop more fully in the essay. Vincent 
Taylor calls attention to the significant use that Bartlet 
gives Q. 
\1) 
( 2) 
( 3) 
In studying Dr. Bartlet's theory, it is important 
Filson: op. cit., p. 129. 
Streeter, B.H.: Fresh Light on the Synoptic Problem; 
"The Hibbert Journal"; · oct. l92l; p.ll2. 
Bartlet, Vernon: Studies in the Synoptic Problem; 
p. 315, 316. 
74 
to understand his peculiar use of the symbol Q. This is 
used, not of a document containing sayings or discourses, 
but apparently as the equivalent of such expressions as 
'the basal tradition' and 'the common Apostolic tradition'. 
The symbol QL is used to describe this oral tradition, so 
far as we find it in the Third Gospel--a tradition which 
includes narrative matter, Logia, and an account of the 
Passion. (1) 
It is in his interpretation of Q that Dr. Bartlet differs from 
the Proto-Luke conception. Dr. Bartlet postulates an oral Q. 
Indeed he says: "I can see no evidence that Q was ever written 
down before it was so in Luke's 8. 11 ( 2 ) He goes on to sum up 
his points for proof of this theory that Luke used a s pecial 
source "8 11 combined with an oral 11 Q11 with and even in prefer-
ence to Mk. in his construction of the Third Gospel. His first 
argument is that it is the simplest solution to the problem. 
The second is similar to it. "It involves what seems also the 
simplest and most adequate account of the whole Q element in 
the Synoptic problem, including the phenomena of Mark." ( 3 ) 
The third point is that a special source for the Gospel would 
be similar to his sources in Acts. His last argument is that 
the other writers suggest a special source for Luke. 
It is quite probable that this would rid scholars of 
many of the problems of the Synoptics in a simple fashion, but 
an accurate solution of the problems is not so easily reached. 
Vincent Taylor points out some of the objections to this theory. 
( 1 ) Taylor , Vincent: Behind the Third Gospel; P• 12. 
{2) Bartlet, op. cit., P• 359. 
(3) Ibid, P• 359-362. 
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The first criticism of the theory is that the special 
source is too large. The second objection is that Q is so 
well attested as a document that it is foolish to return to 
the oral Q hypothesis. A third weakness to the theory is that 
it reduces the work of Luke to a minimum. The last objection 
Taylor offers is that Bartlet does not assign the places of 
importance of Mk. and S in the construction of the Gospel. 
11 To which source did the Evangelist assign the greater value, 
and which has he made the framework of his Gospel? On Dr. 
Bartlet's theory, S is of such dimensions that one wonders why 
Yl.k. was used at all."{l) 
With the exception of the last, which seems to serve only 
as an introduction for Proto-Luke, Dr. Taylor's criticisms are 
justified. The relations between Matthew and Luke that are 
not confined to Mk. are too close to be accidents. QS must be 
deserted and QL or Proto-Luke discussed. It would seem on the 
surface, that there is little or no difference in these 
theories. The main difference seems to be a matter of defin-
iteness. Streeter states his hypothesis: 
The hypothesis I propose in no way conflicts with 
the generally accepted view that Matthew and Luke are 
ultimately dependent not only on Mark but on Q.--meaning 
by Q a single written source. Most, if not all, of the 
agreements of Matthew and Luke, where Mark is absent, are, 
I think, to be referred to Q; but I desire to interpolate 
a stage between Q and the editor of the Third Gospel. (2) 
(1) Taylor, Vincent: Behind the Third Gospel; p. 18. 
l2) Streeter, B.H.: The Four Gospels; p. 208. 
76 
This stage is first the separate documents Q and L and then 
the fusion of Q and L into Proto-Luke. The canonical gospel 
was formed by t he combining of Proto-Luke and Mk. an~ adding 
the birth-stories. It may be seen that Streeter holds Q is 
a written document while Bartlet does not. Streeter gives a 
definite outline and content to Proto-Luke that Bartlet will 
not claim for s. Bartlet would say that there is only one 
written source besides Mk. Streeter believes that there are 
at least two sources. Streeter has given the theory a careful 
study and produced some tangible evidence in favor of his 
hypothesis while Bartlet gave only suggestions. Vincent Taylor 
has shown the weaknesses in Bartlet's theory, yet Taylor is a 
strong advocate of Proto-Luke. Bartlet blazed the trail. 
Streeter and Taylor cleared the land and harvested the crop. 
c. Arguments for Proto-Luke 
There seems to be a great deal to be said for the Proto-
Luke Hypothesis. A number of the stro~gest arguments for 
Proto-Luke will be presented. Filson gives a brief and com-
plete statement of the positive facts in Proto-Luke. 
This Proto-Luke Hypothesis provides an excellent 
explanation of the elaborate dating found in 3:lf. These 
verses were the first sentence of Proto-Luke and formed 
a fitting opening to the story ·which Luke had to tell. 
The hypothesis also suggests ~ reason for the fact that 
Lk. has a smaller proportion of Marean material than 
does Mt., and omits more of Mk. than does Mt. Luke was 
using Mk. to supplement his first draft, and was not 
concerned to use all of Mk. but only so much as would 
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fill out his narrative.{l) 
The strongest arguments for the Proto-Luke Hypothesis 
are: (1) the alternation of the blocks of Marean and non-
Marcan material; {2) Luke's treatment of the Passion-narrative 
in Which he nearly discards Mk. for the other narrative; 
(3) the Marean parts supply the details lacked by the rest of 
the Gospel; (4) the proportion of the non-Marcan material to 
the Marean material; and {5) the fact that the hypothesis 
would account for the arcan Omissions. It might be added 
that, if the theory is to be considered, as many scholars have, 
that Luke used an expanded version of Q, Proto-Luke might well 
have been that expanded version. 
These arguments seem to sum up the case for the Proto-Luke 
Hypothesis. A list of the main arguments of Streeter, Taylor 
and Redlich will be found in the Appendix of this study, 
Tables VI, VII, VIII. The next move is to consider the objec-
tions to this hypothesis. 
D. Objections to Proto-Luke 
It is difficult to find many scholastic objections to 
the Proto-Luke Hypothesis. It is a comparatively recent work. 
There has not been an abundance of scholastic criticism from 
well recognized authorities. Many recent writers, including 
E. Basil Redlich, T. w. Manson, A. H. McNeile, and Vincent 
(1) Filson: op. cit., p. 129. 
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Taylor, have supported the Proto-Luke Hypothesis. Those who 
have presented objections to theory are Canon Creed and Floyd 
Filson. 
Canon Creed has stated his reserved opinion of the work 
of Streeter and Taylor in a footnote to his commentary: "The 
Gospel According to St. Luken. 
Streeter, on the other hand, suggests that the non-
Marcan sections of the Gospel-- 1 Proto-Luke 1 --should be 
regar•ded as the fundamental document into which the Marean 
matter has been 'interpolated' at a later stage. I dis-
sent from this suggestion, primarily because, whereas 
ark appears to give a clue to the disposition of 'Proto-
Luke' in the existing Gospel, the subtraction of Marean 
material leaves an amorphous collection of narrative and 
discourse the greater part of which is thrown without in-
telligible reason into the unsuitable form of a •travel 
document'. Moreover, signs of the use of Mark are clear 
both in the account of John's mission and above all in 
the Passion narratives •••.. These signs of Mark are in-
telligible if the Lucan narrative is a recasting and ex-
pansion of the Marean text. If, however, Luke had already 
written or found a full and independent non-Marcan narra-
tive, it seems unlikely that afterwards he would have 
interpolated occasional sentences and verses from Mark. 
It seems to me, therefore, that Mark must be regarded as 
a determining factor in the construction of the existing 
book from the outset. This, however, is not necessarily 
inconsistent with the hypothesis that Q and some of Luke's 
peculiar material may have already combined and may have 
lain before Luke as a single document. (l) 
Creed's argument seems to be directed toward a single point: 
that of proving that Mk. is still the foundation source of 
Luke. He does not differ greatly from Streeter who says: 11 The 
essential point is that Proto-Luke is independent of Mark." ( 2 ) 
(1) Creed: op. cit., p. lviii. 
(2) Streeter, B.H.: The Four Gospels; p. 222. 
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Creed and Streeter are not far apart in their opinions. 
Creed does differ from Taylor who says: "The Proto-Luke 
Hypothesis, as already indicated, posits a continuous non-
Markan source, consisting mainly of Q matter and material 
peculiar to Lk., as the foundation and framework of the Third 
(1) Gospel. 11 On the basis of the arguments as they have been 
presented it would seem that Taylor's arguments would outweigh 
Creed's, for they are more exhaustive and the study is more 
complete. 
It seems as though Floyd Filson were the only writer who 
has collected the objections to the theory in an orderly style. 
Filson's first objection is that it is very difficult to prove 
that a body of unified material (L) ever existed, especially 
in documentary form. His second argument of power is that even 
if L existed there is no need to say that Q and L were ever 
combined into Proto-Luke. 
We are justified in concluding that Luke had access 
to more material than Mk. and Q afforded, but how much 
of it was in written form, and what the relation of this 
peculiar material to Q was before Lk. was written, are 
matters upon which a dogmatic statement cannot be made. 
There is great persuasiveness in Streeter's arguments, 
but they are not quite convincing. His view is not 
generally accepted. (2} 
A few more objections to the Proto-Luke theory may be 
advanced. The first objection has already been suggested by 
' (l)Taylor, Vincent: Behind the Third Gospel; p. 182. 
(2)Filson: op. cit., p. 134. 
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dating of his original document to make a more appropriate 
beginning. It is much more logical to assume that Luke did 
not wish to break up the Birth-narrative document and so 
placed the genealogy of Jesus at the first mention of the name 
of Jesus and dated the whole so that the reader could see the 
passing of the time. 
In the third place, it does not seem necessary to say 
(as Redlich does) that Marean matter would not make a complete 
narrative. If he had wanted a complete narrative of the Marean 
material, Luke would have left the Mark Gospel intact. 
The argument of the preface does not seem valid. The 
only direct statement of the preface is that "many" have 
attempted to set forth a narrative. This does not suggest 
Proto-Luke but many attempts . 
Finally it can be seen that Luke is alive to the order of 
events in Mark and follows the Marean order faithfully with 
few exceptions. This is true even in the Passion narrative 
as Taylor shows.(l) 
The arguments against Proto-Luke are not so numerous as 
those for it. evertheless they are enough to th ·ow much 
doubt as to whether it ever existed as a document. It seems 
more likely that Luke collected all his available material 
through the years and finally produced his gospel, having used 
all of the available sources . 
(1) Taylor, Vincent: Behind the Third Gospel; p. 73, 74. 
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E. Proto-Luke's Relation to L 
The whole value of this chapter for the study rests on 
the relationship of Proto-Luke to L. Two questions assert 
themselves in this respect. The first: Is L simply a part 
of Proto-Luke? The second: Is Proto-Luke proof of L's 
existence? 
Is L simply a part of Proto-Luke? This does not seem 
likely. Filson has suggested the possibility of this (see 
above) but he has also suggested that there need never have 
been any Proto-Luke. He points out that Easton was of the 
same view. The material for L suggests that it was once in 
original document form. There is too much material and it is 
too varied to have been merely oral tradition, or part of 
Proto-Luke. If it were a part of the latter, where did it 
come from? If L were a part of Proto-Luke, the solution to 
the special source of Luke would be as distant as when the 
study started. This does not seem to be the case. There is 
a theme running through the narrative and that is the theme 
of Jesus 60ing to Jerusalem to be crucified. This seems to be 
a cry from the early evangelists as Creed has thought, but it 
need not have been an oral tradition. If this suggestion is 
true, L was not merely a part of Proto-Luke, but an independent 
story with certain well-defined limits. 
In answer to the second question, Proto-Luke is not 
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necessarily proof of L1 s existence as Filson has shown (see 
above). L might have been oral tradition but this is not like-
ly. Proto-Luke could not exist without the L material which 
gives a narrative form to Q. In the search for arguments for 
the proof of Proto-Luke, the scholars discovered the existence 
of L. This search has brought out a large body of material of 
balanced proportions of narrative and discourse, with a definite 
outline. It, including the Passion-narrative, would contain 
seventeen topics of discourse and twenty copies of narrative, 
or approximately 184 verses of discourse and 148 verses of 
narrative material. It cannot be said that Proto-Luke is proof 
of L, but it certainly points to such a source. The best illus-
tration of this is found in Vincent Taylor's "Behind the Third 
Gospel 11 in his chapter on "The Passion-narrative" (Chapter II). 
Proto-Luke could not get along without the L material. On the 
other hand, L can exist very well without Proto-Luke. 
Proto-Luke may or it may not have existed. The arguments 
against it are strong. The hypothesis was brought into exist-
ence to explain the mixture of Q and L material in Lk. One 
thing is certain from this study, that there was a source for 
the special material of Luke which has been called L. If 
Proto-Luke did exist, L formed the backbone of its structure, 
but L is not dependent upon Proto-Luke and could have existed 
without it. 
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CONSTRUCTION OF THE CANONICAL LK. 
VII 
CONSTRUCTION OF THE CANONICAL LK. 
A. wr1 tten sources 
1. Mark 
Next comes an important part of the study, discover-
ing the methods that Luke used in assembling his Gospel. This 
is imPortant for it shows the value that is pl aced u pon the 
d fferent materials used :in tne construction. It gives an 
insight into tre problems that would face an accurate in-
vestigator of sources, snch as Luke cla ms to be. TI"te n rst 
step in wr ting a gospel would be to gather the written 
sources. 
"The more we explore this f rst volume (Lk.) critically, 
however, the more sources it seems to resolve nto. There (1) 
is, of collrse, first and foremost the Gospel of Mark. 11 It 
hR s been f01.1 nd that Luke has used between fj fty and sixty 
per cent of Mk. "Every section of Marlc that Luke has taken 
( 2 ) 
over except two stands in exactly the l\11 arcan order •••• " In 
general it is found that Luke follows tte Marean order, but 
he var es from it in unexpected "Claces. The visit to 
Nazareth is c:banged. The story of the Syro-phenician woman 
is omitted. The location of the "Great Confession'' and "The 
~Goodspeed, op. cit., p. 205. 
(2) Ibid. 
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be inconsistent with the clEims for h1 s l:'reface 
(Lk. 1:1-4). (1) 
It seems rather convincing that r.1k. is not the source of 
the most of Luke's Passion-narrat:1ve. Nevertheless it is 
certain that Mk. is one of the most valued and trustworthy of 
Luke's sources, even if it is not the earljest. 
2. 
Luke used Mk. as his source. There can be no 
reasonable doubt of that. The next source to be considered 
is Q. Q is only a hypothetical document, but it has almost 
complete proof of existence. The statement of Papias would 
be of little value if we did not have an idea that the source 
was incompassed in Mt. and Lk. But When we compare the work 
of Mt . 8nd Luke we find t h at it is almost assured. Mt. and 
Lk. b.Pve a grept deal of common material tbat s not found in 
Mk. Surely this must have come from another document. This 
document may well be known as Q (Quelle- Source). Streeter 
has located this document at Antioch. Hawkins has ascribed 
to it the length of approximately two hundred verses. How 
much larger it was there is no way of knowing. It can be 
reasonably assumed that Q existed 8nd was used by Luke. 
3. L 
For Luke's next sonrce a third document lay at hand. 
This is the document L which has been discussed at length. 
(1) Taylor, Vincent: Formation of Gos£el Trad tion; pp. 194, 
195. 
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This document s not so eas 1, assured 8 s Q. Scott says, 
however, 
It is Luke, indeed, who affords t~e clearest 
evidence of a third source, hardly less important than 
Mark 2nd Q. H s Gospel contains e large amo nt of 
material of which the other evangelj sts know nothing, 
and will ch c onsi.sts for the most part of parables end 
incidents akin to parables (e.g., the stories of 
Zacchaeus and of Martha and Mary .) (1) 
It seems only too clear that all of the material that is to be 
found in Luke cannot be derived from Mk. and Q. "Luke himself 
sreaks of 'many' previous documents, and by this he mnst mean 
(2) 
more than two." It has been srovm that L consisted of both 
narrative and discourse material. It was a gospel or a life 
of Jesus. It may well have come into Luke's hand at Caesarea 
or later at Rome. Luke does not give a hint of the territory 
he covered in his investigation, but sugbests that it was 
thorollgh. The fact tl., at both Q and L have disappeared does 
not nrove that they never existed. In this regard what 
Filson has said in regard to tbe disappearance of Q may be 
quoted. 
Inasmuch as Q, because it lacked a narrative outline, 
was not a compl e te Gospel, and was presumably largely 
reproduced by t. and Lk., it is not to be considered 
sur rising that it fell into disuse and vanished. It 
was no doubt written on perishable writing material, and 
copies of it would quickly d sanpear when Chr stians, 
who cou ld have but few books preferred the more complete 
Gospels of Mt. and Lk. To sho ~ that a writing wb ch had 
been largely incorporated into a more comprehensive work 
would fall into d suse, we may note thBt even Mk . itself, 
(1) Scott, op. cit., p. 45. 
(2) Ibid. 
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though it was a comPlete Gospel and probably bad the 
prestige of origin at Rome, fell into comParative disuse. 
It was copied less often than Mt . and Lk., because those 
who wanted a Gospel wou ld prefer one of the latter works , 
wh cb gave practically all that fik . contained, and in 
addition much other valuable materjal. 1~e need not wonder , 
then, that the still more inadequate Q did not survive. (1) 
The thing t aL has been sa1d of Q may largely be said of L, 
except trat L was probably a com r lete narrative. The genjus 
of Luke may be added to t~ese reasons. His abiljty to fuse 
the various narratives and weave the whole into a continuous 
story of attractive anpeal may be l is ted as one of the reasons 
why the less adequate documents perjsred . 
4. The birth stories 
There is one nore so11rce that can be reasonably 
ass1Jred. This is tre birth narrative. Scholars note that in 
the early days of the preaching of Christian . ty there is 
little or no mention of the birth and youth of Jesus. Paul 
j s strangely silent on tb s snb;i ec t. So are the other writers 
of the period . The strange stor1es of tbe birtr that are 
related by Mt . and Lk. would make poor preaching material to 
the sceptical Jews and the more scePtical Greeks and Romans . 
The stories were not a necessary feature of the early teachjng. 
It was not unti l the Christians had begun to assume a new 
awe of Jesus that these stories came into view. Luke seems 
to have found one such grovp of stor:1es in his search and 
included jt in his collection. Ropes writes of these: 
(1) Filson, op. cit., pp. 1 24 , 125. 
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Thus the first two chapters, wj th the romantic 
stor es of the birth of John the Baptist and of Jesus, 
nossess e h1gh degree of self-contained untty, 8nd are 
not improbably the translation of a little Hebrew book, 
charming in the poetry whic:b pervades it everywhere, as 
well as in the familiar canticles, and breathing a 
piety str1k ngly Jewish and yet perfectly congenial to 
this gentile-Christian gospel. (1) 
These stories gave Luke an excellent beginning for his 
Gospel. ~ether or not he believed the niraculous stories of 
the b rtr of Jesus does not matter. Many men of h gh in-
telligence in modern t mes have believed them. Scholars are 
glad that he found the beauty of this source and preserved it. 
The best authenticated documents that Luke used in h1s 
work have been discussed. He mBy well have had other 
narratives or fragments before him that cannot be traced. 
B. Oral Tradition 
How much did Oral Tradition have to do in shaping the 
Gospel of Lul{e? It has been ointed out that at one time there 
was a theory tha.t an oral gospel had preceded the written 
Gospels and that the evangelists had taken the1r material 
direct from that. Moffatt states the theory: 
The oral hypothesis ( escott, Godet, l'Jetzel, Veit, 
'Vri,3ht ) assumes that the gospel was officially drawn up 
by the primitive apostles or by one of them (Peter, 
Matthew ), and that, by dtnt of repetition, the various 
cycles of narrative and discourse became sterotyped 
before passtng into wrttten form. (2) 
(1) Ropes, op. cit., pp. 68, 69. 
(2) Moffatt , op. cit., p. 180. 
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Moffatt shows two reasons why this theory will not hold. The 
first is th t the oral gospel was supposed to be in Aramaj c 
and the written gospel is in Greek and that the suggestion of 
translation from oral Aramaic to written Greek does not 
account for the textual phenomena . He also points out that 
this is inconsistent with the theory that Mk. is the earliest 
of the Gospels, which most holders of the oral theory 
recognize. Hence . t can be seen that there is little evidence 
of an oral gospel . 
The leek of an oral gospel does not rule out oral 
tradition. Luke evidently s Dent some time in Palestine and 
throughout the church there it may be assured the story of 
Christ was told. Luke could not have helped coming into 
contact witr some oral tradition. If he spent two years in 
Jerusa1 em and Caesarea, he was bound to come in contact wj th 
some who either knew Jesus or were close to the trad tion. 
How far th e oral tradition entered into Luke's work 
it is difficult to say, but with this assortment of 
documents there is not much room left for its use . He 
makes one unmistakable allusion to it, Acts 20:35. It 
was clearly Mark that supplied his framework. But the 
statement of his preface that many writers had undertaken 
to compose accounts of the Christian movement, 1:1, 
would s eem to be fairly just1f1ed by the array of written 
sources he ev dently did make use of. He may have known 
of others that he did not use and probably assumed the 
existence of still others unknown to him, although h1s 
claim to have investigated it all carefully from the 
beginning, 1:3, shows that he did not proceed without 
makin~ careful search for worthwh le material. (1) 
(1) Goodspeed, op. cjt., pp. 206, 207. 
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The verse mentioned (Acts 20:35) is as follows: 
"In all things I gave you an exam le, that so 
laboring ye ought to help the weak, and to remember the 
words of the Lord Jesus, that he himself said, 1 It s 
more blessed to give than to receive. 111 
It cannot be doubted that tradition had some effect upon 
Luke's work. No one can s t doJn to write a familtar story 
without being influenced by it. Yet no one would attempt to 
write an accurate 1 fe of Abraham Lincoln without consulting 
whatever sources were to be had. Luke cannot have depended 
much on oral traditi 0n. It may have influenced his wording in 
places or have given him an occas onal story. For th e most 
part, however, it can be assured that Luke, the careful 
historian, depended upon the documents and records that he 
was convinced were accurate. 
c. Luke's memories 
The result of oral tradition upon Luke's gospel has been 
been discussed. The next sub5ect s close to this and yet is 
somewhat different. That is a discussion of Luke's memories. 
Luke might have had some hesitancy in depending upon oral 
tradition for his source. This may have come from any source 
and with very little a.uthor ty. He could not so easily discard 
his own memories. Lukp spent over two years n the land of 
Palestine as a companion of Paul. How much time he spent 
there in after years is not known. If he d d a thorough job 
of his investigation (as he claims), he may well have returned 
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to Palestine and searched the country higr and low for material 
In so doing he must of a necessity have come across some who 
had known Jesus. Certatnly he mus t have gone to the plBces to 
wh1ch Jesus went and followed the routes trat Jesus followed. 
His mind would be viv1dly impressed by these scenes, even as 
men are today. 
Goodspeed devotes some little space to the way Luke may 
have done his work. 
Now it is a mistake to suppose that a writer gathers 
literary material only for an immediate pur:r·ose . People 
w th e 1~ terary bent are constantly gat __ ering materials, 
though they may have no dea of how they will use them. 
Anyone who writes at all :vtll Rgree to this •••• That is 
the familiar exDerience and even practice of everyone 
who writes or preaches. Yet it must be stated, for 
obliviousness of it has seriously affected research in 
the origin of Luke-Acts. Such literary methods are not 
novel; they were fe.miliar to ancients like Xenorhen--
and Luke, the great story-teller of the New Testament. 
Such minds are like magnets; they constAntly draw to 
themselves and retain things they see the value of, long 
before they see how best they can use them. 
Now imagine Luke, a Greek from those same Ionian 
cities, travelin~ with Paul to Palestine •••• There, 
with the Greek bent for taking notes, what treasures of 
early Christ~ an song and story he co11ld a ccumu1-9 te. Not 
to write Luke-Acts w th--no one had thought of such a 
thing--but because he was the kind of man who could write 
Luke-Acts--the literary type of man, the Christian 
successor of Hecataeus and Herodotus, a lo ographer 
like them. (1) 
It js certain that Luke drew upon his diary for certain 
por tions of the Acts, for we have the 11 '~'e-nections 11 • If he 
used h s method in Acts, it is also rossible that he used it 
in his gospel. Parts 0f h s g0spel are undonbtedly from his 
(1) Ibid. pp. 197-99. 
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pen as a result of his own investigations. He has formulated 
his notes and combined them wit~ other sources unt 1 he has 
completed his gospel. 
The next step is to turn to the investigation of his 
method of plJtting this vast amount of ma. terial--the written 
sources of Mk., Q, L, and the birth stories; the oral 
tradit on; and his own memories and notes--into a written 
whole. 
D. The written gospel 
~at method did Luke nse in completing his gospel? 
Is he merely a compiler of sources? Is part of the gospel the 
work of his own pen? Did he use Mk . as his foundation 
document or d1d he have some other source? These and a. 
multitude of other quest ons are brought up when the sources 
that Luke used in the construction of his gospel are considered. 
The fact that there were many sources has been discussed. 
It was the sheer variety and multiplicity of these 
reports of the life and vrork of Jesus, oral and written, 
that impelled him to seek to organ ze and unite them, 
so that cultivated adherents of Christianity like 
Theophil11s might indeed be rel. ably -tnformed about the 
things they had been orally taught, 1:4. Th1s is the 
testimony of the preface and th s is the testimony of 
the gospel itself, objectively examined. (1) 
Moffatt suggests the respons bili ty of Luke in his 
construction of the Gospel. 
{1) Goodspeed, op. cit., p. 207 . 
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Luke is thus a compiler and redactor of previous 
sources or traditions, though his functions are larger 
than those of the editors who finally put together the 
Hexateuch. Allowance Mlst be made for h1s freedom of 
composition, as in Acts, but the primary feature of his 
work is ts power of selection and collocation. {1) 
This position of Moffatt is not upheld generally by the 
scholars as will be shown. He does have an essential truth 
in his statement. Luke is "a compiler end redactor" but he 
is more. In this dizzy wh:trl of sources and collection of 
notes, how did Luke proceed? Two theories are advanced. The 
theory that Mark was the foundation source has found a worthy 
advocate in Sir John Fawkins. He says: 
Rather more than three-fourths of St. Matthew's 
Gospel, viz. 816 verses out of 1068, and rather more 
than two-thirds of st. Luke's Gospel, viz 798 verses 
out of 1149, may be taken as generally supporting the 
now prevailing opin on that the compilers of these two 
Gospels used the Gospel of St. Mark--pretty nearly, 
if not quite as we have it--not only as one of their 
most important sources, but as a framework. (2) 
Two brief statements from other authors will be taken to 
express the conclusion of the second theory. The first may 
not be expressing the exact theory of the construction of 
Proto-Luke, but he makes th~t theory clear. 
L stands for a considerable quantity of material 
peculiar to St. Luke's work. He collected as much as 
he could in Palestine and in Caesarea; end when he 
became acquainted w1th Q, probably in Antioch, he wedged 
it into L, for the most part in blocks. (3) 
Proto-Luke, for so we may call this document, was 
(1) Moffatt, op. cit., p. 276. 
(2) Hawkins, Sir John: Studies in the Synoptic Problem, p. 29. 
(3) McNeile, op. cit., p. 47. 
96 
the main source used in compiling the Gospel. Into it 
large extracts from ~k. have been inserted, and the 
whole has been preceded by the Pirth and Infancy 
narratives and the Preface to the Gospel (1:1-4). Such, 
then, is Proto-Luke, and to its description we add the 
claim that it consists of the continuous non-Markan 
source. (1) 
Such is the contention of the two parties for their 
sources as the foundation of the gospel. Those who claim 
Mk. is the foundation have the authority of a known document. 
They have to explain the work of Luke when he omits such a 
great fragment of Lk., when he brings in such a quantity of 
new material in one place, and when he completely deserts 
Mk. in the Passion-narrative. 
Those who s1.mport Proto-Luke h a ve f rst to show that 
there ever was such a document. That Q existed is quite 
certain. That L existed seems assured from this study. That 
Q and L were ever put together prior to the formation of the 
gospel seems doubtful. 
In the way he states the Proto-Luke theory Scott makes 
a suggestion. It is not certain whether or not thjs was 
intentional or accjdental, but it does suggest a method. 
According to s recent theory, he used as his 
framework, not the Gospel of Mark, but another Gospel 
altogether. Into this he fitted, now an extract from 
Mark, and now one from Q, always relying in the main on 
this other document which he believed to be more in 
keeping with the facts. Some of the phenomena of Luke's 
Gos nel would se em to bear out this theory, but it must 
always be remembered that Luke, more than any other New 
Testament writer, was a literary artist, who was 
(1) Taylor, Vincent: Behind the Third Gospel; p. 182. 
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able to weave together varied material and give it the 
same textl1re and color. '~/here he seems to be using a 
single homogeneous source, he may be combining sepRrate 
documents, rewriting them in his own language and 
covering the ga p s and seams. In any case, it is 
hazardous to challenge the view that Luke, like Matthew, 
has taken Mark as the basis of his Gospel. 1~/e know for 
certain that Luke had Mark before him and made constant 
use of it. Of that other work we know nothing. Its 
very existence can be afi.irmed only on the ground of 
doubtful inference. There may indeed have been a 
pri.:r itive Gospel which ran parallel w1th Mark, but all 
the characteristics of Luke can be quite well explained 
on the theory that he worked, like Matthew, with Mark 
and Q, supplementing these ma:1n documents wjth others 
which had come into hjs possessjon. Of these the chief 
one, and only one of which we can be reasonably certain, 
was that from which he derived his parables. (1) 
The average writer, when he sits down to wrlte a work 
with sources from several different documents, does not 
necessarily take one 8S 8n ou tl1ne and fit the others into it. 
He makes his own outline of the events and f ts the var ous 
sources into it p iece by piece. Such has been the method in 
compiling this study. Such has been the method of ml:my 
authors who have written lives of Jesus or others. Such is 
the method of those who compile harmonies of the Gospels. A 
good example of this :1 s the 11Harmony of the Gospels" by 
Stevens and Burton. In their f5rst chapter they have taken 
the Prologue from John's Gospel, the Preface of Luke's Gosp el, 
and the Genealogies from Matthew and Luke. Then follows the 
Annunciations from Luke and Mt., the Birth of John the 
Baptist and Jesus from tbe same two sources as well as their 
(1) Scott, op. cit., p. 46. 
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account of the Infancy end Youth of Jesus. Then there is the 
Eeginnings of the Gospel which are take n from the Synop tics 
and the Peginnings of Faith from the Gospel of John end the 
Eerly Judean Win1stry also from John and then the scene is 
( 1) 
shifted to the Synoptics and the Galjlean Ministry. 1 ould 
it not be probable that Luke followed a similar method? 
There is no particular need for Mk. or Proto-Luke to be 
regarded as the s pecial backbone of Luke. There is no doubt 
that Mk. was used. There is doubt that Proto-Luke even 
existed. L would have served as well as Proto-Luke in serving 
as Luke's outline. If there were a Proto-Luke it would have 
to depend largely on the outline furn shed cy L so why assume 
a Proto-Luke? It is much more reasonable to think that all 
the sources were used as seemed fj t and that Luke made his 
own outline. 
It has been found that Luke is ~ writer of extraordinary 
ability. He has been sble to take a number of sources And 
weave them into a composit whole. To do this as skilfully as 
it has been done would seem to indicate that t'be author was 
following a femiliar outltne. For years Luke was a companion 
of Paul. For morP years he was probably a Christian preacher 
and certainly he was a Christian worker. Over and over again 
he must have used the details of the life of Jesus. It is not 
{ 1) Stevens, 1~1. A. A.nd Burton, E. D.: A Harmony of the 
Gospels; pp. 3-6. 
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unreasonable to assume that when he came to write the life of 
Jesus this outline would be before him. This does not mean 
that Luke would hold to his outline in the face of facts that 
proved contrary to it. He says th8t he has investigated 
th ngs "accurately". He followed the outline of Mk. quite 
faithfully. It is probable thet he did the same w th L and 
the other sources as far as he was able. The position thPt is 
taken here s, that Luke need not be regarded as being bound 
to the outline found in any single source. 
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THE CONC LUS ION 
VIII 
THE CONCLUSION 
A. The major results of the study 
After the careful study of Lk. it is inevitable that the 
conclusion must be reached that the author depended on 
sources other than Mk. and Q. There is too much material in 
the gospel that cannot be accounted for in these latter 
documents. Some of it may have come from a number of frag-
ments. The discussi o n of this study points toward a third 
source upon wbich Luke depended. Canon Streeter has called 
this L and the title is satisfactory. There is no definite 
proof that this was ever a written document, but the binding 
thread t h at runs throughout the ~hole maRs of the material 
indicates a strong probability. This material, taken a s a 
whole gives a rough sketch of the life and teachings of Jesus 
with a more detailed account of the final events in Jerusalem. 
The Passion ts evidently the central theme of the account. 
Throughout all the r·est of the incidents runs the idea that 
Jesus must go up to Jer1Jsalem to die on the cross. The story 
is sketchy in parts but tri s 1 s because Luke has interwoven 
several documents. The Marean material in Lk. would not make 
the complete powerful narrative that it does in the Second 
Gosp el. It seems probable that the sAme thing may be said 
of L. It is safe to posit a documentary source for L. 
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It is possible that the Passion-narrative is a separate 
source from the rest of the material in L, but the study has 
sh own this to be unlikely. '"ithout the Passion-narrative L 
would be merely a collection of stories about the life of 
Jesus with no particu l a r form or purpose. With the Pass on-
narrative added the theme of the whole narrative 1s complete. 
~oreoever, if the Passion-narrative is a part of L, this ex-
plains the otherwise difficult points in the constant re-
ferences about Jesus going up to Jerusalem to die that are 
found in the earlier part of the L narrative. There is no 
difficulty in concluding that the Passion-narrative is a part 
of the document L. 
A further conclusion may be reached. L is not only 
existent, but it is one of the mnjor sources of Lk. and 
desPrves to hold a rank equal w th that of Q and Mk. The 
only reason that there is for assuming that 1v1k. is a major 
source, is the fact that there is a copy of Mk. now in 
existence. There is no way of discovering what the original 
contents were of either Q or L, but, in view of Luke's 
treatment of Mk., it js safe to conclude that Luke gave equal 
care in his reproduction of these other documents. ~his 
seems more likely because, in all probab1li ty, these sources 
were older than Mk. ard were Palestinian in origin. 
There are three ma.ior conclusions to this study. The 
first is tllat Luke used another source for the c anonical 
gosp el besides Mk. and Q. The second hinges closely on this 
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and concludes that the other source was a written document 
containine, an account of the life and teachjngs of Jesus and 
centering on the Passion-story. 1he third is that this 
source is of a value equal to thPt of lHk. and Q. 
B. Other reRults of the study 
In addition to the other sources of Luke, many scholars 
bel_ eve tba t tb ere was a srecial Eebrfd c doCl1lllent back of the 
birth and infancy narratives . The hmg;u flge and un ty of this 
part of the gospel bear out this conclus on . It seems 
certain tbat this has no connect on to the other sources . 
Because of its limited nature this does not rank as a maJor 
sonrce . 
It cannot be shown how thoroughly Luke invest:1 i:;,8ted his 
sources, bt't his accuracy has been proven in many points by 
by scholars who have investigated Acts. rhere is little 
reason to doubt that he was as painstaking in his \ ork in the 
canonical gospel . Luke ' s statement thRt he investigated 
"many" sources has been borne out in tb:J s study. Four sources 
have been traced pnd there are 1md011btedly others. 
The possibillty of Q and L bejng un ted into a single 
document called Proto-Luke has been nvestigated. There is 
some evidence t:bat tbis might have been done . L will fulfill 
all that is asked of Proto-Luke. There is practically 
notb:Ing that Proto-Luke w011ld exPl~in that L will not expla:1n . 
The idea is complicated and cumbersome. 
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Another idea suggested by the study is the t Luke used 
his own outline in constructjng the canonical gospel. The 
discussion many avthors mal{e as to which is the most 
important source seems useless. It can be proved tha t Luke 
followed the outline of Mk. fairly closely. There is no 
proof that he did not follow the other sou rces wi th equal 
ce.re. In all probability the chronology of tbe Gosp el is 
his own arrE~ngement based on his study of all the documents. 
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THE SUMMARY 
IX 
THE SUMlV ARY 
A. A survey of the study 
~he study set out to discover the likelihood of there 
be:in6 such a document as L, an addit onal source for the 
canonical gospel of Luke to those of Mk. and Q. A brief 
discussion of Luke 1 s methods brought forth the accuracy of the 
author. 
Luke in his work was dE:>pendent on Mk. Mk . was the 
earl:1 est of the Gospels to be v1ri tten. There are several 
places where Luke omits Mk . or u ses portions of it scantily. 
This s partjcularly true in the Passion-narrativ e wliere there 
are only occasional Marean phrases . Luke has also made a 
considerable use of Q. A great part of t:h s he has mingled 
w th tb e special mateJ•ial of tl• e gospel in a way to make i t 
hard to identify both sources. There can be no doubt that 
Luke used Q. 
There is a considerabl e amount of materiel in the Third 
Gospel that cannot be accounted for in the use of Mk. plus 
Q. This material can be r-laced in three distinct grou ps. 
These are, the birth-stories, the Passion-narrative, and the 
other narrative-discourse rna t er ial particularly found in the 
Per e en section. A caref11l study of these sections carries 
the c onvict j on that the first group , t h e b irth-stories, is an 
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the writing of the canonical Lnke that is on a per with Mk. 
end Q. It is an early work that brings out many deta i ls in 
the life of Jesus. 
B. The value of L 
No study of th e spec1al sources of Luke would be comnlete 
without trying to evaluate them . One of the aims of Canon 
Stree ter in his work 11 The Four Gospels" was to give more 
valu e to M and L. He has succeeded in doing so for L. 
Redlich writes : 
This Caesarean Gospel is akin to the Romen Gospel 
Mark. Both contain narratives ani sayings, unlike Q 
and M wh1ch give sayings only. For our study , ther e -
fore, of the external history of our Lord's ministry 
we r ossess two ma in sources, ,iust as for a study of the 
teachi ngs of Jesn s we possess two main so urces. These 
are not exclusive, for Mark and L possess sayi ng s, and 
incidental references of a narrative character are 
g ven in Q and M. (1) 
Thu s it is found th a t one value of L is that it g ives 
a nother p rimary source for the life of Jesus . This is 
extremely important in trying to discover Jesus . The closer 
the sources brlng scholars to him, the more nearly the real 
Jesus is revealed and the more valu e is given to our 
canonical gos pels . 
A second aid that comes from L is that it helps to 
explain many of th e problems that s re left unsolved by the 
(1) Redlich, op. cit. , p. 106 . 
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"two-document 11 hypothesjs. TherA are still many diffjculties 
in the scholastic road that may remain unsolved, but L has 
cleared many of the more difficult ones away. 
A final v2lve that is found in the study of L is the 
revelation that th s study gives of th e metl1ods 1sed by Luke 
in tl1e composing of the Third Gospel. 
As a revelstion of L~ke's methods, as an a jd in solving 
the sources of the Gospels, and as a primary revelation of 
Jesus, L becomes one of the most, tf not the most, valuable 
of the hypothetical aocuments in the study of the Synoptic 
Gospels. 
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COMPREHENSIVE ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study was three-fold: to analyze 
the sources of St. Luke's Gospel; to study the likelihood of 
a written source called L; and to study Luke's method of 
compiling the gospel. Th1s work had its origin in the studies 
of P. Feine, E. 1>\Teiss and others an:i has reached a new jnterest 
in the work of B. H. Streeter. Streeter has produced a "four-
document theory" of which one document is L. This study has 
concentrated on L. L is defined as that part of the canon-
ical gospel of Luke that is not found in Mk., Q~ or the 
birth-stories. 
In order to make a careful study of L the other materials 
must be s fted out. The first and most certain source for 
Luke is Mk. Mk. has been established as the earliest of the 
gospels. It has long been regarded as the foundation 
document of Mt. and Lk. Luke differs from Matthew in his use 
of Mk. While Matthew uses nearly the whole of Mk., there are 
long sections thRt Luke omits. In other places he apparently 
substitutes other material for the Marean. One considerable 
body of material has been called "The Great Omission". This 
section includes Mk. 6:45-8:26. A comparison of the Passion-
ns_rratives of Mk. and Lk. show them to differ a great deal. 
An unbiased observer might well conclude th8t Luke had used 
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, another source here besides Mk. 
A comparison of the gospels of Mt. and Lk. reveals that 
without doubt they had a common source other than Mk. A 
great mass of material is found in com r"on. It is composed 
largely of teachings of Jesus and is regarded to have come 
from the hypothetical document Q. These authors d1ffer in 
their use of Q much as they differ in their use of Mk. In 
Lk. the Q material is scattered through the gospel in strips 
or fra&ments. In t. it is gathered into gronps. It 1 s 
probable that Lk. more nearly preserves the order of Q, cut 
the djfference 1s sufficient to make the contents of Q very 
uncerta n. There is no possibility of finding the original 
extent of Q. For the use of th~s study Manson's reconstruc-
tion is used. Much of the Q rna teriel in Lk. is fused w1 th 
the special or L materlal. This has led Streeter and others 
to posit a Proto-Luke document. ThA other poss bility of 
Q 1 s fnsine; more readily with L than with Mk. is also to be 
considered. At all events, much of the Q material is in 
blocks that alternate with the Marean material. 
There is a lPrge mass of material in Lk. that can be 
found in no other gospel. It is not logical to think that 
much of it was found in the sources of Mt. Besides Luke bas 
said in hj s prefpce that be invest1 gated 11 rneny" sources. It 
is reasonable to assume thet this mPterial is from the "many" 
sources. This material resolves itself into three groups. 
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The first group is that or the birth-stories. This seems to 
be a separate body of material and scholars support the idea 
that it is a small work of Hebrew origin. Probably Luke 
found it in Greek translation and preserved it much as he 
found :1t, for lt differs greatly from the rest or his work . 
The second part or Lk. 1s found largely in the central 
portion of the gospel. The most of it s found in tre so-
called "greater" and "lesser" interpolations. It contains an 
account of the activities and teach ngs or Jesus and stresses 
the idea that Jesus is to be a suffer ng N essiah. Closely 
akin to this, is the third par t of L or the Passion-narrative. 
This is considered by some scholars as a special source and it 
could easily have been a seperate account of the Fassion, bu t 
that it affords a fitt1ng climax for the n~rrative or the 
second part. This narrative differs from the other Synoptic 
narratives of the Passion and seems to be a separs.te unit. 
'Ihe natural conclusion is that this is a part of a whole and 
the whole was once a gospel or at least an account of the life 
and teachings of Jesus. 
ThiA document L conta:1ns some details of the preach ng 
of John the Baptist. It o pens the Galilean Ministry with the 
sermon at Nazareth and continues with a short descrjptton of 
that ministry. Then the scene is shifted to the so-called 
Ferean M1nistry which seems to be a collection of incidents 
in the teaching 11fe of Jesus and whicb contains some of his 
finest parables. Jesus slowly forces home upon h1s disciples 
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that he is a suffering Messiah and must go up to Jerusalem 
to die. There is an extended account of the Pass:1on-week and 
all its events. The Resurrection-narrat ves are vastly 
different from those of Mt . and Mk. And center all of the 
activities of Jesus in Jerusalem nstead of Galilee. 
It is almost certain that the originRl account of L 
was much fuller and more complete than that which we h~ve in 
the gospel of Lk. An examination of Luke's treatment of Mk . 
will bear this out. Nevertheless, it js quite possible that 
in the working of L into the gospel Luke depended somewhat 
upon oral traai tion. Scholars suge,est that much of this may 
have come by the way of Paul. This may account for some 
details, but probably is of no great effect on the composition 
of the document L. 
Canon Streeter and Vincent Taylor have developed the 
theory that L was combined wi tr Q by Luke long before he 
became acquainted with Mk. Q plus L was combined into a rough 
draft or gospel called Proto-Luke. There are a number of 
excellent arguments pro and con. The strongest pro argument 
is found in the fact that the Q and L material is closely 
interm ngled. The greatest ob: ect1 on seems to be in the fact 
that this is a complicated procedure and that the document 
L will answer all the questions that would be solved by 
Proto-Luke. The evidence for Proto-Luke is scanty. The 
evidence for L is plentiful. The biggest contribution of the 
study of Proto-Luke is to make practically certa1n the 
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existence of the document L. 
When Luke came to write his gospel he had at least 
four written sources before h rn. These were Mk., Q, L, and 
the birth-narratives. To tr1 ese Luke added h s knowledge of 
oral tradition and his own memories from the trips to 
Palestine. 
When it came to writing the gospel Luke constructed an 
outline from the sources at hand that he believed to be 
chronologie t=t 1. 'lhen he f tted together the rna terial the t 
lay before him, and wove the ent1re th1ng into a unified 
whole with the great skill of which he w, s master. Not Mk. 
nor Proto-Luke was his main source, but all the sources were 
fitted into a chronology that the author believed to be 
correct. 
The conclusion that this study reaches is that there is 
a s ngle written document back of Lk. that is of equal value 
to Mk. and Q. The study also br1ngs out the fact that there 
is a Hebraic document back of the birth-stories. It also 
rejects the theory of the Q plus L combination in Froto-Luke. 
Its main purpose is to focus the attention of students of 
the Gospel of Luke upon the third major source for the 
author's work, the document L. 
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APPENDIX 
Luke 
iii. 7-9,16,1'7. 
iv. 1-3. 
iv. 20-23. 
vi. 27-36. 
Vi. 37-42. 
vi. 43-49. 
vii. 1-10. 
vii. 18-35. 
ix. 57-60. 
X. 2-12. 
x. 21-24. 
x. 13-15. 
xi. 2-4. 
Xi. 9-13. 
xi. 14-23. 
xi. 24-26. 
xi. 29-32. 
xi. 33-35. 
xi. 39-52. 
xii. 2-9. 
xii. 10, 
xii . 11,12. 
xii. 22-34. 
xii. 39,40,42-46. 
xii. 51-53. 
xii. 58,59. 
xiii. 18-21. 
xii i. 23, 24. 
xiii. 26,27. 
xiii. 28,29. 
X~~~. 34,35. 
xiv. 16-24. 
xiv. 26,27. 
xiv. 34,35. 
TABLE I. 
Q sections in Luke 
Manson, william 
( 1) 
The Gospel of Luke 
subject 
Teaching of John 
Temptation 
Four Beatitudes 
Love the law of Kingdom 
Against censoriousness 
Deeds, not words, religion 
Healing of cent. servant 
The Baptist•s question 
warnings for disciples 
Instructions to disciples 
Blessing of Disciples 
Chorazin and Bethsaida 
The Lord•s Prayer 
Promises to Prayer 
Beelzebul Charge 
Ejected Demons return 
Sign of Jonah 
Inward Light 
Indictment of Scribes 
Fearlessness in con. 
Sin aga inst the Spirit 
promis e of the Spirit. 
'Jeedle s s ne ss earthly con. 
Faithful servant 
Not peace but division 
Anticipating God •s 
demands 
The mustard seed 
The strait gate 
False discipleship 
Many from east end west 
Lament over Jerusalem 
The great supper 
Leaving father and 
mother 
Salt 
(1) Manson: op. cit. p. xvi. 
Matthew. 
iii. 7-10,11,12. 
iv. 1-11. 
v. 3,4,6,11,12. 
v. 38-48. 
vii. 1-5. 
vii. 16-27. 
viii. 5-10,13. 
xi. 2-19. 
viii. 19-22. 
ix. 37-38, x. 7-16. 
xi. 25-27, 
xiii. 16,17. 
xi. 21-23. 
vi. 9-13. 
v~~. 7-11. 
xii. 22-30. 
xii. 43-45. 
xii. 38-42. 
v. 15 ' vi. 2 2 ' 23 .. 
xxi i i. 4, 6 , 7 , 23 , 
25-27,29-31. 
x. 26-33. 
xii. 32. 
x. 19 '20. 
vi. 25-33,19-31. 
xxiv. 43-51. 
x. 34-36. 
v. 25,26. 
xiii. 31,32. 
vii. 13,14. 
vii. 22,23. 
viii. 11,12. 
xiii. 37-39. 
xxii. 1-10. 
x. 37,38 
v. 13. 
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--
xv. 4-7. 
xvi. 13. 
xvi. 16-18. 
xvii. 1,2. 
xvii. 3,4,6. 
XVll. 23,24, 26. 
27,34,35,37. 
xix. 12-17. 
xxii. 30b. 
TABLE I. (Cont•d) 
subject 
The Lost Sheep 
Two masters 
Sayings about the Law 
wa rning subverting Others 
Unlimited forgiveness 
coming of son of Man 
Entrusted Riches 
Disciples on thrones 
Matthew 
xviii. 12-14. 
vi. 24. 
xi. 12,13. v. 18, 
32. 
xviii. 6,7. 
xviii. 15,21,22. 
xvii. 20. 
xxiv. 26,27,37-39, 
40,41, 28. 
xxv. 14-30. 
xix. 28b. 
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Referrence 
iii. 10-15. 
iv. 16-30 . 
v. 1-11. 
vii. 11-17. 
vii. 36-50. 
viii. 1-3. 
ix. 51-56. 
X • 1,17-20. 
x. 29-37. 
x. 38-42. 
xi. 5-8. 
xii. 13-21. 
xii. 49-56. 
xiii. 1-9. 
xiii. 10-17. 
xiii. 31 - 33 . 
xiv. 1-6. 
xiv. 7-14 . 
xiv. 28-33 . 
xv. 1-3,8-10, 
ll-31:3. 
xvi. 1-15. 
xvi. 19-31. 
XVll. 7-10. 
xvii. 11-19. 
xvii. 20,21. 
xviii. 1-8. 
xviii. 9-14. 
xix. 1-10. 
xix. 39-44 . 
TABLF II. 
L sections in Luke 
Including Passion- story 
Manson , William 
(1) 
The Go s1Jel of Luke 
subject 
Details of John's Preaching. 
sermon of Jesus at nazareth. 
The Call of Peter. 
Raising of the Widow •s son at Nain . 
The Penitent Woman in Simon 's House . 
The Women Who Uinistered to Jesus. 
Rejection of Jesus by the samar itans. 
.Mission and Return of the seventy . 
Parable of the Good Samaritan. 
Mary and Martha . 
Parable of the Friend at Midnight . 
Parable of the Rich Man 's Death. 
Jesus came to Kindle a Fire. 
The Massacred Talileans . 
The Heal ing of the Crippled Woman . 
Jesus warned of Antipas. 
The Man With Dropsy . 
Table Talk of Jesus. 
counting cost of Discipleship . 
The Lost Coin and the Lost Son . 
The Unjust Steward . 
Dives and Lazarus. 
Unprofitable servants . 
Healing of Ten Lepers. 
The Kingdom Is In Your Midst. 
The Unjust Judge. 
The Pharisee and Publican. 
conversion of zacchaeus. 
Tears of Jesus on Beholding Jerusalem. 
(1) Manson : op. cit. p. xviii, xix. 
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Referrence 
xxii. 15-18, 
27-30a,3l-38 . 
xxiii. 6-16. 
xxiii. 27-32. 
xxiii. 40-43. 
xxiv. 13-35. 
xxiv. 36-49. 
xxiv. 50-53. 
TABLE II. (Cont'd) 
The passion-Narrative 
s ubject 
words of Jesus at the Last supper . 
Jesus Before Antipas. 
words to the Women of Jerusalem. 
The penitent Thief On the Cross. 
The Disciples Going To Emmaus. 
Appearance of Jesus to Eleven In Jerusalem. 
The Ascension. 
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proto-Luke 
1. Lk. iii.l-iv.30. 
2 . Lk. iv. 14-15. 
3. Lk . v.,l-11. 
4 . Lk . Vi. 14-16. 
5 . Lk. vi. 20 
-
vii. 
TABLE III. 
Passages in Proto-Luke 
streeter , Burnett H. 
(1) 
The Four Gospels 
Probably From Mark Possibly From Mark 
xxii.l8, 22 , 46f., xxii. 69. 
52-62, 71. 
xxiii . 3, 22, 25f., xxiii. 35, 49, bl . 
33 - 34b , 38,44- 46,52f . 
xxiv . 6. xxiv. l-3,9f. 
3 . 
6. Lk. ix.~l-xviii.l4. 
7. Lk. xix. 1-27. 
8 . xix . 37-4<±. 
9. xxi. 18, 64-36 . 
10. xxii. 14 
-
xxiv. 53. 
(Except for verses derived from Mk.) 
(1) Streeter, B. H.: The Four Gospels; p. 222. 
121 
TABLE IV. 
Markan and Non-Markan Elements in 
the Narratives of Lk. xxii.--xxiv. 
Taylor, Vincent 
(1) 
Behind the Third Gospel 
Harrative 
1. The Priests• plot. 
2. The Treachery of Judas. 
3. p reparations for the Passover. 
4. The Last s upper. 
(a) Nar. of Institution. 
(b) Prediction of Betrayal 
(c) Discourse on True Greatness. 
(d) 'Simon, Simon •. 
(e) Change of Methods. 
5. The Agony in the Garden. 
6. Betrayal and Arrest. 
7. peter's Denial. 
8. The Mocking. 
9. Trial Before the Priests. 
Luke. 
xxii. 1-2. 
3-6. 
7-13. 
14-38. 
14-20. 
21-23. 
24-30. 
31-34. 
35-38. 
39-46. 
47-54a. 
54b-62. 
63-65. 
66-71. 
10. Trial Before Pilate and Herod. xxiii.l-25. 
11. s imon of Cyrene and the 26-32. 
Journey to the cross. 
12. The crucifixion. 33-49. 
13. The Burial. 50-54. 
14. s ubsequent Action of the women. 55-56a. 
15. The visit of the women to xxii1.56b-
the Tomb. xxiv. 11. 
16. The Appearance on the way To xiv. 13-53. 
Emmaus; An Appearance to the 
Apostles; The Parting of Jesus 
From His Discip les. 
Hark. 
xi v. 1-2. 
10-11. 
12-16. 
1'7-25. 
17,22-25. 
18-21. 
x. 42-45. 
xiv. 27-31. 
26,32-42. 
43-53 . 
54,66-72. 
65. 
55-64, 
XV • 1. 
XV • 1-15. 
20b-21. 
22-41. 
42-47. 
xvi. 1-8. 
(1) Taylor, Vincent: Behind the Third Gospel; p. 34. 
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List of 
1. Lk. 
2 . 
" 3. II 
4. ,, 
5. II 
6. II 
7 . 
" 8. " 
9. II 
10. II 
11. II 
12. II 
13. II 
14. II 
TABLE V. 
Markan Insertions In Luke. 
Taylor, Vincent 
(1) 
Behind the Third Gospel 
Mark an Insertions. Parallel Passages in 
xxii. 19a. Mk . xiv. 22 . 
II 22 . 
" " 
21 . 
II 34. 
" " 30 . II 46b(?). II 
" 38 . II 50b. 
" 
II 47. 
II 52-53a. II II 48-49. 
II 54b-61. II II 54,66-72. 
xxiii. 3. II xv. 2. 
II 26. II II 21. 
II 34b(?). II II 24b . 
II 38 . II II 26. 
II 44,45. 
" 
II 33,38 . 
II 50-54. II II 42-47. 
xxiv. 10 ( ?) • II xvi. 1. 
(1) Taylor, Vincent : Behind the Third Gospel; p. 74. 
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TABLE VII. 
Arguments For Proto-Luke 
Redli ch, E . Basil (l) 
The students Introduction to the Synoptic Gospels 
1. The fir~t and last blocks of Luke from 3:1 to the end are 
non-Marcan; the , arcan matter comes between. 
2 . The non-Marcan and Barcan matters are arranged in blocks 
alternately . 
3. The non-Harcan matter totals nearly 700 verses(and 
probably 800) as against the 325 approximately of Jarcan, 
and makeb a Gospel slightly larger than that of Ja rk. 
4. In the passion story, 1ark • s contributions are small and 
subsi u. iary, ana their insertion has led to variations in 
the order of the assion narrative as between I1ark ana 
Lu e. 
5. The .arcan matter by itself would not give a complete 
narrative , but only a fragmentary one. 
6. The assumption explains Luke•s preference for the non-
r;arcan .version as a whole . 
7 . ·vhere diverg ent versions of the same theme occur, the 
non-Marcan version is preferred, even if the context is 
altogether different. This fact holds even if the non-
Marcan version is shorter •••• 
a. The versions which Luke has chosen from L in preference 
to Mark bredk up IIark•s order of events. It is reasonable 
to infer that the Lucan order of event s was that of a 
complete narrative which he preferred as a whole. 
9. The preference of Luke for his non- Harcan source extends 
to Q, and ~ is found only in the non-Marcan blocks . This 
sug5 ests that - and L had been worked up into one 
narrative before Luke came acrobs ~ark . 
(1) Redlich : op. cit. p. 103, 104. 
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TABLE VII. (cont•d) 
10. The nature of the Marean material, e.g. 24 hours in our 
Lord's life, points in the Galilean ministry, and miracles, 
are just those details which are lacking in L and Q. 
Luke evid~ntly used Llark to supply this deficiency in 
Proto -Luke, just as he collected L to supply narratives 
which were remarkably wanting in Q. 
11. The hypothesis exp lains why the Chronology and the 
Genealogy occur in Chapter III. 
12. The hypothesis is consonant with Luk e's methods as seen 
in Acts . 
13. The hypothesis gives point to Lu!~e•s Preface where he 
speaks of "many 11 who had wr·i tten records of Jesus but 
says he would only use those which he could guarantee 
as accurate, being based on the evidence of eyewitnes~es 
or ministers of the word such as Peter , Philip, Philip 's 
daughters, and Mark. He would be referring to Mark, L 
and Q. 
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TABLE VIII. 
Arguments For Proto-Luke 
Taylor, Vincent 
(1) 
Behind the Third Gosoel 
1. The analogy presented by the phenomena of the passion 
and Resurrection narrative . 
2 . The manner in which M~ . is actually used . 
3. st . Luke • o use of Q. 
4 . The probability of the existence of a continuous non-
Markan source, and the relation of the warkan sections 
thereto. 
5. The ' Markan Omissions • in the bearing on the roto-Luke 
HY.J:-lOthesis . 
a. The Proto-Luke Hypothesis supplies the fullest 
explanation of the 'Great Omission 1 (Mk. vi.45-vii.26). 
b. It explains why the Q version has been preferred by 
st . Luke in cases where I.[ark and Q overlap. 
c. It also accounts for the omission of the remaining 
Harkan narratives. 
6. phenomena within the Third Gospel which are explained on 
the Proto- Luke Theory. 
a. The opening ver ses of Lk. iii. 
b. The position of the Lukan Genealogy. 
c. The order in which Mk . is repro duced . 
d. The position given to the sermon at Nazareth . 
e. The 'Greater Interpolation•. 
f. !he position assigneu to the story of the cure of 
the blind man at Jericho(Lk. xviii . 35-43 
L:k . x. 46-52) . 
g . The implications of st . Luke • s Preface . 
7. The agreement of the theory with all that we know of the 
Evangelist's methods, and in particular with his use of 
the ' 'Ve-sections • in Acts . 
(1) Taylor, Vincent: Behind the Third Gosue l; p . 183-201. 
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